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ABSTRACT 
Perceptual differences Between Canadian and U.S. CEOs 
as to their Role Responsibilities: The Canadian Perspective 
May 1986 
ADY MILMAN 
B.A. University of Tel-Aviv, Israel 
M.Sc. University of Surrey, England 
Ph.D. University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor A. Elliott Carlisle 
A Previous survey of top Canadian and U.S. executives, 
undertaken at the University of Massachusetts reveals 
significant differences in their perceptions of the relative 
importance of top management responsibilities. Apparent 
differences in perceptions appear in key areas such as 
international operations, mergers, acquisitions and 
divestitures, profitability, and public responsibility. 
The aim of this study is to try to determine some of the 
reasons behind the divergence of CEOs* perceptions about the 
importance, adequacy of information and time devoted by top 
managers to key managerial functions. These variations are 
explored from a Canadian perspective through mail 
questionnaires and personal interviews of Canadian CEOs. 
vii 
It was hypothesized that Canadian CEOs would perceive 
the different "environmental," "organizational," and 
"individual" characteristics in Canada and the United States, 
to account equally for the variations in perceptions of 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs. 
The findings show that Canadian CEOs perceived different 
"organizational characteristics" in Canada and the United 
States to explain the variation, above and beyond what was 
expected. This was counter-balanced by under-utilization of 
the "individual characteristics" construct. "Environmental 
characteristics" were perceived as expected. The findings 
hold true for three out of the four key managerial areas 
studied. The exception was "devotion of time to social 
responsibility," where all three constructs accounted 
proportionally equal for the variation found between Canadian 
and U.S. CEOs* perceptions. 
The study has also reveals eleven variables that account 
for the variation between Canadian and U.S. CEOs* 
perceptions. Among them are market size, industrial 
structure, organizational size, and management philosophy of 
the CEO. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
In recent years, the thrust of industry and trade across 
national borders has increasingly accelerated. While there 
are no official published estimates of the number of 
corporations with direct investments outside the countries in 
which their headquarters are based, data extracted from Who 
Owns Whom (1981) suggest that in 1980 there were over 10,000 
parent-companies world-wide. The total number of 
multinational corporations is large; however, their economic 
significance is concentrated in relatively few hands. 
According to Who Owns Whom (1981), 21.3% of multinational 
corporations were U.S. owned, followed by West Germany 
(14.0%), United Kingdom (13.6%) and Switzerland (7.0%). 
This "Internationalization Process" (Robinson, 1984) has 
been regarded as businesses* response to the rapid changes in 
their environment. The development of transportation and 
communication technologies have reduced the costs of moving 
goods and people, of transferring funds, and of transmitting 
information. These, coupled with the spread of 
industrialization in developing countries, increased 
1 
2 
consumption, and support of government agencies have resulted 
in the rapid internationalization of markets as products and 
factors of production have become more mobile and less 
country-specific. 
The increased involvement in international affairs has 
created challenges for members of these business 
organizations, in particular, managers who are responsible 
for the selection, preparation, promotion, and remuneration 
of international managerial personnel. (In sending managers 
for international assignments it is essential to match 
individuals' personality attributes, managerial philosophies 
and calculative skills to the different environments in which 
they will be required to operate). 
The assignment of personnel across borders has both 
created the need and provided some data for comparative 
studies of managerial behavior around the globe. Knowledge 
and exposure to different philosophies and practices world¬ 
wide may increase the alternative courses of action, and as a 
result can contribute to the improvement of present systems. 
Furthermore, much has been said recently to the effect 
that the United States is becoming increasingly unable to 
compete in the developing global economy. The effect of the 
Arab oil embargo and price increases, scarcities of minerals, 
inflation, unemployment, and high penetration of foreign 
3 
firms into the United States markets are some of the 
environmental contingencies that the big corporations* 
executives have to face. These problems are not unique to 
the United States but are common to many industrial countries 
in the world. To a large extent Canada*s economic problems 
also resulted from extensive outside forces that struck the 
country in the early 1980*s: a drop in energy prices, a 
turndown in world high interest rates and a recession in the 
United States. 
Some argue that the diminishing ability of U.S. firms to 
compete in international and even in its domestic markets is 
a result of the preoccupation of U.S. managers with short term 
operating results. For example, Hayes and Abernathy (1980) 
argued that the United States has managed its way to economic 
decline by neglecting production operations and focusing on 
short term profits. However, the Conference Board (Research 
Bulletin No.153, 1984) felt impelled to survey executives at 
110 major U.S. corporations concerning the short range views 
of American managers. "More than seven out of ten survey 
participants reject the assertion that their own firms* use 
of financial indicators causes them to focus intently on 
short term results" (p.4). 
This alleged preference for the short term over the long 
term has become conventional wisdom of what is wrong with the 
American or any industrial country's economy. Despite the 
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denials noted above, there is much to support it. Managers 
quite rationally respond to daily evaluations of company 
performance expressed in stock prices when their income and 
tenure are tied to single indices such as profitability and 
growth. 
Even though the "conventional wisdom" of a short-term 
bias is denied by American executives, it is valuable to 
investigate whether this is in fact an accurate 
representation of U.S. top managers' priorities. 
Other arguments have been concerned with threats from 
abroad. The huge American domestic market formerly deemed 
impenetrable by foreign firms is crumbling as non-U.S. 
multinationals are taking advantage of such treaties as the 
General Agreement on Tariff and Trade, which enables any 
country almost equal access to the largest market in the 
world. 
So far, much has been said about the United States. The 
question is whether such contingencies have implications for 
other industrial countries which share a similar economic 
structure. A first attempt to investigate some managerial 
problems would be to study managerial decision making and 
priorities of the U.S.'s next door neighbor, Canada. 
It is well recognized that investment and trade issues 
are a constant feature of the relationships between these 
neighboring countries. This is to be expected given the 
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enormous flows of capital between Canada and the U.S. plus 
the fact that each is the other's most important trade 
partner. In 1984, Canada and the United States exchanged 
about US $118 billion worth of goods: Canadians bought goods 
worth US $52.9 billion while their southern American 
neighbors bought Canadian goods worth of US $65.7 billion. In 
the same year, 72.9% of Canada's world exports went to the 
United States while 19% of United States world exports went 
to Canada. This is about twice the trade that the United 
States had with Japan (Canada Today, vol. 16, 1985) 
Furthermore, an estimated two millions Americans are 
currently employed directly or indirectly in the export trade 
to Canada. Slightly over half of the exports are produced by 
workers in twelve states: the largest share is attributed to 
Michigan with exports over US $6 billion followed by Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, New York, Washington, Illinois, 
Indiana, California, New Jersey, Texas, and Massachusetts 
(Canada Today, vol.16, 1985). 
The close economic relationship between Canada and the 
U.S. raises the question of whether Canadian and U.S. 
managers share the same views with regard to their managerial 
role in the current, constantly-changing environment. 
Furthermore, the high degree of foreign ownership of 
Canadian industry has stimulated concerns about control of 
business decision making in that country. 
o 
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The views of top-executives in Canadian and Canadian- 
subsidiary corporations can be compared with those of U.S. 
executive views across the border to shed some light on the 
question„ A close look at the Canadian management views and 
comparison with the United States could be a first step for 
global international management comparisons. 
In addition, the Canadian federal government appears 
ready to take the first cautious steps toward a Canada-U.S. 
free trade negotiation if it receives enough positive signals 
from the private sector. Although it steers clear of any 
explicit preference, the Canadian government leaves little 
doubt that securing and widening access to the U.S. import 
market is Canada*s first and most important priority, and it 
gives few signs that it is inclined to side with the 
nationalist view that a free trade or "comprehensive 
bilateral trade arrangement" dangerously threatens Canadian 
sovereignty. A timetable to begin negotiating on a trade 
agreement would still allow considerable flexibility to work 
out transitional arrangements, exclusions, contingency 
protection, the treatment of non-tariff barriers, domestic 
regional subsidies, and other matters of deep concern. 
7 
Research Background 
i 
This study is a continuation of two studies undertaken 
by the Management Control Center at the School of Management 
of the University of Massachusetts. These studies focused on 
the current priorities and problems encountered by top 
management as they attempt to control their organizations in 
an increasingly turbulent environment, for which conventional 
management theories and practices do not seem adequate. 
The project started in 1982 reflecting combined themes 
drawn from theoretical and empirical studies on top 
management activities. A major theme was drawn from a book 
titled Top Management Organization and Control> published in 
1941 by the Graduate School of Business at Stanford 
University. The project was an early, if not pioneering, 
venture to explore the manner in which major manufacturing 
corporations handled common activities and problems. The 
findings of the extensive field study undertaken in thirty- 
one large U.S. industrial companies inspired an additional 
study twenty-five years later, and again, directed by Holden 
(Holden et al, 1968). 
The Management Control Center at the University of 
Massachusetts has continued this line of inquiry, and 
developed in 1982 a questionnaire to study the views and 
attitudes of top executives in large corporations. Among 
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other issues, the survey is concerned with top management 
views of the following organizational objectives: 
profitability, financial condition of the firm, productivity, 
innovation, marketing, management development, public 
responsibility, as well as international operations and 
mergers, acquisitions, and divestitures. The survey 
questionnaire asked the presidents of large corporations to 
rate on a 5-point scale : (a) the importance of each 
organizational objective, (b) the adequacy of information 
available, and (c) their ability to devote sufficient time to 
these global objectives. Questionnaires were sent to 
presidents of the U.S. Fortune 500 industrial companies, who 
completed and returned the questionnaires at a response rate 
of 26%. The responses have been enlightening. They 
indicate, for example, that there is considerable disparity 
among priorities of executives and their perceptions of the 
adequacy of information available and the time they spend on 
critical aspects of their assignments. 
In 1984, the study was extended and a Canadian dimension 
was added. The questionnaires were sent to presidents of the 
largest 600 industrial, service, financial and cooperative 
corporations. The response rate of 31% was higher than 
expected, an indication of the importance assigned by the 
Canadian chief executive officers to the subject matter 
involved. Furthermore, 27 of the Canadian executives' 
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responses included a comment sheet that explored further the 
key areas of management involvement and 25 respondents 
expressed their willingness to meet with a researcher 
from the Management Control Center and explore further the 
topics of the study. 
The data collected both from top Canadian and top U.S. 
managers has been analyzed and findings point toward 
significant differences between Canadian and U.S. managers 
some of the following key managerial areas: financial 
condition of the firm, management development, international 
operations, organizational structure, public responsibility, 
profitability, innovation, and mergers, acquisitions, and 
divestitures. Table 1 summarizes the comparison between 
Canadian and U.S presidents. 
Comparison bfitWCfifl giafijflMtfi Sl£ Canadian aad. n.S. Industrial 
fianagaLLflai 
Statistically significant differences ( p ■ 0.05 ) were 
found between responses of presidents of Canadian and U.S 
industrial corporations' in the following key managerial 
areas: 
mrams tomup..« hahasbrwil areas 
Importance 
Adequacy of Infor 
nation available 
Time devoted to 
organisational 
objective 
International 
Operations 
Innovation 
Mergers, Acquisit¬ 
ions and Divesti¬ 
tures 
Financial condition 
of the firm 
International 
Operations 
Organizational 
Structure 
Profitability 
Mergers, Acquisit¬ 
ions and Divesti 
tures 
Management Develop¬ 
ment 
Responsibility to 
the public 
Mergers, Acquisit¬ 
ions and Divesti¬ 
tures. 
DIFFERENCES AREAS 
American perceived 
higher importance 
American perceived 
higher importance 
American perceived 
higher importance 
American perceived 
higher availability 
American perceived 
higher availability 
American perceived 
higher availability 
American perceived 
higher availability 
American perceived 
higher availability 
American giving much 
more time 
American giving much 
more time 
American giving much 
more time 
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BfiS£ay.ch Problem 
These differences call for further investigation as to 
some of the reasons behind the divergence of Canadian and 
U.S. top management's perceptions as to their role 
responsibilities. 
This study will explore some of the reasons behind the 
divergence of management perceptions in Canada and the United 
States. This issue will be studied from a Canadian 
perspective through a mail questionnaire and personal 
interview with Canadian presidents of large corporations. 
The study of Canadian versus U.S. CEOs' perceptions 
toward managerial issues will generate material of 
significant importance to scholars in Business Policy who are 
interested in strategic decision making in Canada and the 
United-States. It will also provide valuable teaching 
material, particularly in the organizational behavior, 
business policy, and international management areas. 
Comparative analysis is as essential for the advancement 
in the science of management as it is for all other 
scientific pursuits. While science aims at uncovering 
regularities, such patterns can be discovered only by 
studying as many systems of phenomena as possible in the 
light of common analytical categories. (Boddewyn, 1969). 
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The findings will be of interest and value to Canadian 
and U.S. CEOs of large corporations. The Free Trade Treaty 
negotiation process between Canada and the United States may 
be facilitated, if the findings of this study were to be 
considered as a basic explanation for the difference in 
perceptions of the Canadian and U.S business communities. 
The data also provides an enormous amount of information 
needed for Canadian as well as U.S. corporations to learn 
more about their systems and to prevent dogmatism and 
provincialism in their conduct of business. 
Canada is a logical first step to international studies 
of this kind. The close economic relationship between the 
United-States and Canada calls for first investigation with 
future prospects for expanding the study to other industrial 
countries sharing similar economic structure with the United- 
States. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review chapter is composed of three 
parts. Since this study is concerned with perceptual 
differences of Canadian and U.S. managers as to their role 
responsibilities, the first part will review theories and 
research about the role and responsibilities of the manager. 
Examination of cross-cultural comparative management research 
will follow. The chapter will conclude with a review od 
specific cross-cultural comparative studies about Canada and 
the United States. 
The Role of. the Manager; A Historical perspective 
A rapidly increasing body of literature has focused 
recently on many aspects of managerial behavior in an attempt 
to understand the power behind the management profession that 
has a significant impact on our contemporary society. 
The literature concerned with management, and in 
particular the role and responsibilities of the manager, is 
broad and represents a variety of disciplines. The topic has 
been treated extensively by scholars as well as 
practitioners: Theorists have observed, described or 
13 
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codified managerial behaviors while practitioners have 
expressed their perceptions of the manager*s roles in 
biographies, interviews and numerous studies initiated by 
academic and professional organizations. 
The aim of this section is to review the literature 
concerned with the manager*s functions, role, and 
responsibilities. First, general management theories in 
historical perspective will be examined. A review of the 
research undertaken will follow. Finally, a discussion will 
evaluate the current theories and research and will highlight 
additional future needs in the field that theorists as well 
as practitioners should consider carefully. 
The Development of Management Role Theory 
The origins of the modern concepts and practices of 
management can easily be traced to the ancients. Evidence of 
managerial control practices has been found in early Sumerian 
civilization (Childe, 1951), Ancient Egypt (Erman, 1894), and 
China (Legge, 1960). The Greeks exhibited great management 
skill and aptitude through the use of uniform methods, 
specialization, and division of labor (Glotz, 1926). 
Management theory has also been developed from Ancient Rome's 
success in organizing and controlling their geographically 
dispersed empire. In 284 A.D. Diocletian instigated a new 
15 
system of organization which emphasized the successive 
delegation of authority (George, 1972). 
The organization of feudalism in the Medieval Period was 
also a great inspiration for contemporary management thought, 
in particular, the descending grades of delegated authority 
represented by the great feudal pyramid. In the fifteenth 
century, the principles of leadership and power were 
described in Machiavelli1s Prince; a prince - or a manager - 
should seek to inspire his people to greater achievement, as 
well as to offer rewards to those persons who would improve 
the city and state (George, 1972, pp.43-46). 
The beginning of the industrial revolution early in the 
eighteenth century resulted in writings concerned with the 
role of the manager in the industrial firm, Adam Smith, for 
example, suggested that management responsibilities included 
division of labor, and specialization by product rather than 
function (Smith, 1973) . 
In the early nineteenth century, many economists dealt 
with the distinguished functions of the manager; Anne Robert 
Jacques Turgot was concerned with direction and control, 
while Jean Baptiste Say emphasized the importance of 
planning. Bowker, on the other hand, felt that organizing 
and directing were the manager*s chief functions (George, 
1972). 
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Taylor*s philosophy of management stressed the 
application of scientific methods to management and labor. He 
believed that each individual has a limited amount of natural 
resources that could be utilized with scientific methods and 
a given level of effort to maximize output. He suggested 
that the role of the manager is to plan, organize, control 
and determine methods for harmonious cooperation (Taylor, 
1911). He called this system "functional management," in 
that the different functions of the foreman or manager could 
be separated out and performed by different specialists who 
would each be responsible for controlling different aspects 
of the work and the workers. 
It would be important to mention that although Taylor*s 
thinking has been developed further into what is now called 
Work Study or Industrial Engineering. his ideas have led to 
bitter controversy over their alleged inhumanity. 
Weber's (1958) principal contribution to the study of 
organizations was his theory of authority structures, which 
led him to characterize organizations in terms of authority 
relations. Weber made a distinction between power. the 
ability to force people to obey and, authority, where orders 
are voluntarily obeyed by those receiving them. Under an 
authority system, subordinates view commands by their 
superiors as legitimate. 
17 
Weber distinguished between organizational types 
according to the way in which authority is legitimized: 
charismatic, traditional and rational-legal, each of which is 
expressed in a particular administrative apparatus or 
organization. Weber considered the third type, the rational- 
legal, as the dominant institution of modern society. This 
system is legal because authority is exercised by means of a 
system of rules through the office which an individual 
occupies at a particular time. Such organization is called 
by Weber "bureaucracy," which is synonymous with "precision, 
speed, unambiguity, knowledge of files, continuity, 
discretion, unity, strict subordination, and 
reduction of friction and of material and personal costs" 
(Weber, 1958, p.214). 
For Weber, bureaucracy adds up to a highly efficient 
system of coordination and control. The superior's or 
manager's role is therefore to control the actions of 
individuals in the organization. This is done through a 
hierarchy of authority and a system of rules. 
Most studies of formal organizations and control in 
organizations build upon the works of Max Weber. His 
important contribution to the field is that he made the first 
attempt to produce systematic categories for organizational 
analysis. 
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Early in the twentieth century, new ideas of managerial 
thinking were developed by Henry Fayol. As a managing 
director of a mining firm in France, Fayol observed five key 
managerial functions: forecasting and planning, organizing, 
commanding, coordinating, and controlling. For Fayol, the 
role of the manager meant looking ahead, which implied 
forecasting and planning of any business activity. To 
organize, according to Fayol, is to build up the structure, 
material and human resources of the undertaking which will 
allow the basic activities to be carried out optimally. The 
manager should also maintain command or make sure that 
performance is carried out, as well as coordination to "bind 
together, unify and harmonize" all activities and efforts. 
Finally, there is Control. which checks that the other four 
elements are, in fact, performing properly according to the 
plan (Fayol, 1957). 
Fayol's major contribution was not so much the 
principles of management that he developed, but his 
theoretical analysis of managerial activities. He is the 
earliest known proponent of a theoretical analysis of the 
managerial role - an analysis which, up to the present time, 
has been noted and discussed extensively in the literature. 
His five elements provide a system of concepts with which 
managers may clarify their thinking about what it is they 
have to do. 
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Another view of the role of the manager was developed by 
Elton Mayo (1933) , who conducted extensive research at the 
Department of Industrial Research at Harvard University. His 
famous investigation at Western Electric’s Hawthorne Works 
suggested a new role for the manager, especially when 
interacting with employees: A manager must develop a new 
concept of authority and organize spontaneous cooperation, in 
order to prevent a breakdown of the society. 
Elton Mayo’s views exemplified the "Human Relations 
Approach," which emphasized that workers and managers must 
first be understood as human beings (Mayo, 1933). His work 
also underscored the importance of an adequate communication 
system, particularly upwards from workers to management. 
In The Function of the Executive. Chester Barnard 
brought a logical analysis of organization structure and 
application of sociological concepts to management (Barnard, 
1938). The executive's work of maintaining the 
organization’s operation consists of three tasks: 
(1) Maintaining organizational communication. 
(2) Securing essential services from individuals. 
(3) Formulating purpose and objectives. 
As a practicing manager in industry and in public 
service, Barnard combined a thorough knowledge of the 
workings of organizations with a wide reading of sociology. 
As a result, his work has had a great impact on the thinking 
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of both managers and scholars. 
Likert (1967) distinguished four systems of management 
based on numerous research studies which he and his 
colleagues have conducted. System 1 is the exploitive 
authoritative type, where management uses fear and threats, 
communication is downward, superiors and subordinates are 
psychologically far apart, and most decisions are made at the 
top of the organization. System 2 is the benevolent 
authoritative type, where management uses rewards, attitudes 
are subservient to superiors, information flows upward and 
is restricted to what the boss wants to hear, and policy 
decisions are made at the top but decisions within a 
prescribed framework may be delegated to lower levels. 
System 3 is the consultative type, where management uses 
rewards, occasional punishments, and seeks some involvement, 
and communication is both up and down. However, upward 
communication other than that which the boss wants to hear is 
given in limited amounts and only cautiously, although 
subordinates can have a moderate amount of influence on the 
activities of their departments as broad policy decisions are 
made at the top and more specific decisions are made at lower 
levels. 
System 4 is characterized by participative group 
management, where management gives economic rewards and makes 
full use of group participation and involvement in setting 
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high-performance goals, improving work methods, etc. In 
participative management, communication flows downward, 
upwards, with peers, and is accurate; subordinates and 
superiors are very close psychologically. Decision making is 
spread throughout the organization through group processes, 
and is integrated into the formal structure by regarding the 
organization chart as a series of overlapping groups with 
each linked to the rest of the organization by means of 
persons (called "linking pins") who are members of more than 
one group. 
In general, according to Likert, high-producing managers 
are leaders of effective groups, whose members have 
cooperative attitudes and a high level of job satisfaction 
through system 4. To be effective and to communicate, the 
leader must always adapt his behavior to take account of the 
persons whom he leads. 
In the same line of assumptions about human behavior 
which underline managerial action, McGregor (1960, 1966) has 
developed two theories of management, frequently mentioned in 
the literature. 
The first. Theory X underlies the inherent dislike of 
work by individuals; as a result management exercises 
direction control and threat of punishment. Theory Y 
underlies the assumption that the ordinary person does not 
inherently dislike work and, therefore, the principle of 
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■integration" replaces the principles of control and 
direction in Theory &. 
The essential concept that both Likert and McGregor 
emphasized is that modern organizations, to be effective, 
must regard themselves as interacting groups of people with 
"supportive relationships" among each other. 
Drucker's works (1955, 1964, 1966, 1980) emphasized top 
managements critical role in the representative institution 
of modern industrial society, namely the large corporation. 
The central questions for Drucker are how best to manage a 
business to ensure profitability and the enterprise's success 
over time. He identified eight key areas in which objectives 
of performance and results have to be set: market standing, 
innovation, productivity, physical and financial resources, 
profitability, manager performance and development, worker 
performance and attitude, and public responsibility (Drucker, 
1955) . 
Drucker argued that specifying objectives in a business 
enables management to explain, predict and control activities 
in a way which single ideas like profit maximization do not. 
The concept of Management by Objectives (MEO) has been 
developed by Drucker to facilitate the decision process 
involving the objectives of a business (Drucker, 1955). 
Another important part of Management by Objectives is 
its effect on the manager himself. According to Drucker, 
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this method enables managers to be more effective through 
the process of self-development. The system of objectives 
allow the manager to evaluate his performance, and by so 
doing strengthens the learning process. 
In the last few decades, the concepts of the general 
manager's job and role-responsibilities have been developed 
as a result of "challenges", "competitiveness" and "risks" 
that organizations have confronted in an era of increased 
instability and environmental turbulence in which 
organizations, in particular business undertakings, must 
function. 
Maccoby (1976) suggested that the high-technology 
oriented corporations that grew most rapidly in the early 
sixties were infused by the same spirit of intense 
international competition and a quest for glory - to be 
"number one" - as expressed by John F. Kennedy. At that time, 
a new type of company man - the aamesman - rapidly emerged as 
the leader of corporate projects and eventually of American 
industry. The gamesman has responded to work and life as a 
game; his role is to communicate and transfer his enthusiasm 
and energy to others. 
Henry Mintzberg described the manager's job in terms of 
various "roles" or organized sets of behaviors identified 
with a position. Mintzberg recognized three interpersonal 
roles which, in turn, give rise to three information roles. 
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These two sets of roles enable the manager to play the four 
decisional roles (Mintzberg, 1973). 
Mintzberg's ideas and work on managers, decisions and 
structures, underlined the unstructured nature of 
organizational behavior. The complexity of organizational 
operations calls for adaptive operational patterns and for 
scholars and practitioners to recognize the "reality of 
managers." 
Schendel and Hofer (1979) also recognized the new 
phenomena of the massive growth in the size and complexity of 
business organizations and suggested "a new concept of 
Strategic Management." There are six major tasks that 
constitute the strategic management process: 
(1) Goal formulation 
(2) Environmental analysis 
(3) Strategy formulation 
(4) Strategy evaluation 
(5) Strategy implementation 
(6) Strategic control 
Miller (1983) recognized the impact of the business 
function in a turbulent environment and suggested that the 
new manager should be an executive specialist who deals both 
with technical and operative functions. 
Finally, Ansoff (1984) suggested that over the years, a 
few sub-cycles of the manager's role and responsibilities 
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have been developed to address environmental challenges. Each 
sub-cycle delineates a management role which calls for 
different knowledge, skills, and personal characteristics. 
Ansoff suggested three roles: leader, administrator, and 
planner. The environmental challenges of the 1980's call for 
a manager who would exercise extrapolative as well as 
entrepreneurial planning. 
In considering theories involving the role- 
responsibilities of the manager, it is appropriate to mention 
a new type of literature, which has emerged from the 
increasing recognition of management as a profession: Peters 
and Waterman's (1982) report on "lessons from America's best 
run companies," suggested eight attributes that characterize 
the excellence of these innovative organizations. Similar 
guides for excellence were published by Reeves (1975) , Bonoma 
and Selvin (1978), and Brown (1979). Utopian books on the 
role of the manager have also been published. Kasten (1980), 
for example, portrayed a future scenario on the manager's job 
while Miller (1984) suggested a spirit-based model for 
creating strategic and tactical changes in a corporation. 
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Empirical Research on the Role and Responsibilities 
of the Manager 
Much empirical research has attempted to explore further 
the functions and role-responsibilities of the manager. The 
subjects in these studies have been managers in all ranks 
from foremen to chief executive officers in big corporations. 
These studies have covered any aspect of the manager's life 
at work and at home: from delegation of authority and 
attitude toward social responsibility, to marital life and 
personal physical appearance. 
A review of some of the literature reveals two major 
types of empirical studies that differ in their 
methodological approach. The first approach is positivist 
and the second is phenomenological. These approaches offer 
different processes, principles, and procedures for 
conducting studies. 
The positivist seeks the facts or causes of social 
phenomena with little regard for the subjective states of 
individuals (Bogdan and Taylor, 1975). Positivist studies 
employ methods such as survey questionnaires, inventories, 
and demographic analysis which produce quantitative data on 
managers and, in turn, allow the researcher to establish 
statistical relationships between operationally defined 
variables. 
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In his attempt to study the role of the manager, 
Mintzberg (1973) analyzed 890 pieces of incoming and outgoing 
mail and 368 verbal contacts. This was done during one 
intensive week of observation for each executive studied. 
The information recorded was helpful in discovering empirical 
structures such as laws, patterns, rules and principles about 
the role and functions of the manager. Remember that this 
type of study is undertaken from the researcher's point of 
view, who is detached from the organizational setting under 
study. 
Similar studies from the "outside" (Evered and Reis- 
Louis, 1981) have been undertaken by Carlson (1951), who 
developed a diary method to study the work characteristics 
of nine Swedish managing directors. Likewise, research has 
been undertaken by Stewart (1954) , who studied 274 top and 
middle managers of British companies. Another well-known 
source is The Presidential Power in which Richard Neustadt 
(1960) analyzed the behavior of Presidents Roosevelt, Truman, 
and Eisenhower. This study used secondary data (such as 
documents and interviews with other parties) to generate 
conclusions about their leadership roles. 
From the detailed log of activities collected in these 
studies the researcher assembled a data base which he 
interpreted and from which he drew conclusions about the 
role-responsibilities and functions of the managers studied. 
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Note that the researchers did not go directly to the managers 
and ask them to reflect on their experiences as managers, but 
instead drew rigid conclusions from noting activities, 
communications, or documents. 
This may lead to questions about the reliability and 
validity of these studies. The facts and causes may lead to 
different conclusions due to the researcher*s belief in an 
external reality comprising facts structured in a law-like 
manner (Evered and Reis-Louis, 1981). Haberman (1973) has 
referred to it as the "objectivist illusion." 
The role of the manager and its functions and 
characteristics have also been covered by a vast amount of 
comprehensive socio-economic studies that provided insights 
into every aspect of the manager*s world. Bonfield*s (1980) 
report of the board chairmen and presidents of leading U.S. 
corporations provided information about national origins, 
religious affiliations, political affiliations, leisure 
activities, reading patterns, friends and acquaintances, and 
occupational backgrounds of fathers. The Cox Report (Cox, 
1982) on thirteen major American corporations devoted 
considerable attention to the role of spouses, as well as 
smoking, diet, and dress habits. 
Other reports provided information about geographical 
origins of the CEO (Management Review, June 1982), Salaries 
and fringe benefits (Granick, 1978; Newbound, 1978? Zippo, 
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1982; Mesdag, 1984). 
Although these studies do not provide complete insight 
into the everyday work of the manager, they can assist in 
generalizing about the socio-economic characteristics of the 
manager. This may also be useful in understanding the 
motives behind the perceptions of managers* key involvement 
areas. 
The second approach is concerned with understanding 
human behavior from the actor's own frame of reference 
(Bogdan and Taylor, 1975). This so-called phenomenological 
approach underlines that situations consist of the actor, 
others and their actions, and physical objects. Peoples' 
interpretations and definitions attach meaning to any 
situation. Different participants define different 
situations differently, mainly due to the different social 
roles, norms, values, and goals set by the different actors 
(Bogdan and Taylor, 1975) . The phenomenologist looks at 
things from the actor's point of view by "reproducing" in his 
own mind the feelings, motives, and thoughts behind the 
actions of others (Berger and Luckman,1967) 
Marshall and Stewart (1981) studied how managers 
perceive their jobs and the opportunities for one jobholder 
to do the job differently from another. The results of semi- 
structured interviews with sixty-eight middle mangers 
revealed three broad groupings identified within a variety of 
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perspectives. The first group was job analysis, because 
i 
managers* accounts of their jobs were analytical and 
relatively detailed. The second groups was called focused. 
because descriptions mainly characterized a particular aspect 
of the job, often called "priorities." The third group was 
holistic. because the managers referred to their jobs as 
entities about which they could give little or no detailed 
description. 
Bonfield (1980) investigated top management's 
perceptions of experience and role and its priorities, 
opinions, and views of business and society, national 
priorities, and personal influence on individuals. Although 
her findings were descriptive, her methodology provided 
insights into the manager's world from his/her point of view. 
Other studies on management perceptions about their role- 
responsibilities covered key involvement areas such as social 
responsibility (Piles, 1983), public policy issues (Fox, 
1982) or communication with legislative branch (Pederson, 
1984). 
The understanding of manager's everyday practical 
reasoning about certain aspects of their jobs also appears in 
publications describing in-depth interviews with managers on 
various aspects of their role-responsibilities. Burger 
(1978) has gathered several interviews with chief executive 
officers, who reflected and clarified their perceived role in 
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various key areas such as decision making, recruitment, 
government relations, planning and change. This publication 
provided insights and understanding into management problems 
directly from those who grapple with them. Similarly, 
Bennis* (1981) study of eighty executives of major U.S. 
corporations, revealed that managers perceive themselves as 
"leaders" rather than "managers." 
Executive personal values and ethical beliefs are 
assumed to have an affect on executive functions and 
perceived responsibilities. Guth and Tagiuri (1965) and 
Ferrel and Weaver (1978) noted that corporate strategy is 
affected by the personal values of those at the top. 
Jennings (1971) suggested that the values of people on the 
way up are heavily influenced by those in higher positions. 
Lincoln, Pressley and Little (1982) found a positive 
correlation between personal values and organization 
commitment, as well as promotion along the corporate ladder. 
Other studies included Vardi, Shirom and Jacobson 
(1980), who investigated the leadership beliefs of Israeli 
managers; as well as Cummings, Harnett and Stevens (1971), 
England and Lee (1974), Hofstede (1976), England (1978), 
Whitely and England (1977, 1980), Arbose (1980), Palmer, 
Veiga and Vora (1981), and Howard, Shudo, and Umeshima 
(1983), who studied managerial values in international and 
cross-cultural perspectives. 
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Other publications that reflected the job perceptions of 
managers included essays and articles written by managers 
that provided insight into their life at work, Byars and 
Mescon (1975) edited papers by chief executives of big D.S. 
corporations. These writings were concerned with the 
corporation's rationale for profit orientation as a framework 
for social responsibility. In his book In Search of a 
Corporate Soul, D'Aprix (1976) expressed his own view of 
corporate life while working for Xerox. Finally, additional 
thinking and perceptions about the role-responsibilities of 
the manager from a phenomenologist point of view are 
published in professional magazines and periodicals such as 
Fortune, Forbes, Financial World, Business Week. and Inc. 
Discussion 
Reviewing some of the classical theories about the 
manager's job may elicit a few conclusions and points of 
interest. First, it seems that the development of theories 
are chronological and that recent theories about management 
had already been developed by ancient civilizations such as 
the Greeks, the Romans and the Chinese. Our society's 
increased growth of population, level of industrialization 
and complexity has led to the elaboration upon and 
development of theories that were also relevant hundreds of 
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years ago. Thus, Fayol's theory of the manager as commander 
or controller was practiced a long time ago by Moses, 
Alexander the Great, and Julius Caesar. Remember that 
management theories and practices have been developed in 
response to a society*s specific needs. 
Second, most of the recent theories have been developed 
from practical experience or observation of the manager at 
work. Taylor's ideas were generated through working 
experience in various firms, starting in 1878 with the 
Midvale Steel Company (George, 1972). Likewise, Fayol was 
appointed engineer of the S.A. Commentry-Fourchambault mine 
pits in 1860, and by 1888 had risen to the position of the 
firm's managing director (George, 1972). Chester Barnard was 
New Jersey Telephone's president for twenty-one years and 
Drucker has worked in the United States as an economist for a 
group of British banks and insurance companies. 
Third, most of the recent theories, especially those 
developed in the post-Fayol era, have been developed in the 
United States by theorists who observed and practiced 
management at work in American institutions. This may lead 
to a careful examination of whether the theories of Schendel 
and Hofer, Ansoff or McCobby could be extended to other parts 
of the world whose norms, values, and social patterns are 
dissimilar to those of the American society. 
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Fourth, most of the theories have been developed and 
based on a wide range of disciplines. Although the majority 
of the theories relied on the various social disciplines such 
as economics (Adam Smith), political science (Weber), or 
sociology (Homans, Mayo, Likert), some arose from different 
perspectives such as engineering (Taylor). 
Fifth, the level of analysis in the organization has to 
be taken into account. Tannenbaum's studies of control at 
the different levels of the organization suggested that 
hierarchy is divisive, creating resentment, hostility and 
opposition. Katz and Kahn (1966) also distinguished between 
the various levels of the organization and the different 
roles individuals play. This suggests that the leader 
examine carefully the various management theories, since 
their impact could differ at the various level of the 
organization. 
Furthermore, Elliott Jaques's (1956, 1982) concept of 
"time span of direction" also entails a careful examination 
of universal theories of management within the organization. 
The time span of direction concept underlines that the main 
criterion by which the importance of job is implicitly 
evaluated, is the length of time in which individuals 
decisions undertaken are reviewed and evaluated. At the 
lowest level, what the individual does is frequently checked, 
but at the highest level it might take several years before 
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the effectiveness of decisions shows up. This approach has 
also been termed as the "Measurement of Responsibility." 
Therefore, the manager*s role and responsibilities seems to 
differ at the various levels of the organization. 
Sixth, most of the recent theorists have used similar 
lines of inquiry and often developed principles which, though 
worded differently, were alike in many aspects. This was 
first recognized by Urwick (1956), who analyzed the works of 
Fayol, Taylor, Follett, and many others. After tabulating 
points of identity and similarity, he consolidated managerial 
principles developed by others. Reviewing some of the 
literature reveals that terms such as "controlling," 
"organizing" or "planning" are often shared by many 
management theorists. 
Finally, the terminology in which the role of the 
manager has been described is quite extensive. Table 2 
describes some of the terms used by various theorists. 
The question that may arise from looking at these terms 
is, "do they have a universal meaning?, and if so - how can 
they be tested?." To some theorists and practitioners, these 
terms may seem vague, and as a result, inconsistencies in 
interpretation by different individuals would raise problems 
of validity and reliability of any empirical research 
attempting to test these theories. 
o 
T&frle 2_L 
Theorists1 Views of the Manager's Job 
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mPRIST 
Fayol (1916) 
Mintzberg (1973) 
Maccoby (1976) 
Leontiades (1982) 
Miller (1983) 
Ansoff (1984) 
VIEW QE TfiE MANAGERS JOB 
planner, organizer, commander, 
coordinator, controller. 
figurehead, leader, liaison, monitor, 
disseminator, spokesman, entrepreneur, 
disturbance handler, resource allocator, 
negotiator. 
craftsman, jungle fighter, company man, 
gamesman. 
activist, growth entrepreneur, product- 
manager, R and D planner, remote- 
controller, aloof strategist, acquirer, 
growth director. 
executive specialist. 
leader, administrator, planner. 
37 
An enormous amount of research has been published about 
i 
the manager's job. Reviewing some of the literature a few 
conclusions can be drawn: First, there are at least two 
different approaches to the study of human behavior. The 
first is positivist and represents the researcher's point of 
view. The second is phenomenologist and represents the subject's 
point of view. It is beyond the scope of this paper to argue 
for or against these different approaches, but the academic 
community should be aware that there are different ways in 
which knowledge can be acquired. 
Second, most of the studies are exploratory and although 
they contribute additional knowledge to the field, they do 
not test previously developed theories. This phenomenon could 
be easily understood in that it is quite difficult to develop 
hypotheses about the role of the manager. The problem 
intensified when the researcher is confronted with 
operational definitions of terms such as "control," 
"organization" or "coordination." Mintzberg (1975), for 
example, attempted to study whether managers plan, organize, 
staff, direct, coordinate, report or budget (POSDCORB)? 
however, he never developed hypotheses and tested them. 
Instead, he developed a new list of the managerial work based 
on exploratory studies that he had conducted. 
Third, because the studies under review are exploratory, 
most do not explain why managers perceive their role 
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responsibilities and behave in a certain way. No significant 
attention was paid to the differences and divergence among 
samples, organizations and time frames. 
Fourth, the research in management theory is dynamic and 
adjusts itself to new, emerging topics in the field. 
Although market share and profitability have been classical 
topics for investigation, new ones such as roles and 
responsibilities in international business, mergers and 
acquisitions, and innovation have appeared to supplement 
them. 
Finally, it seems that there is no strong research link 
between academicians and practitioners. This is probably due to 
time constraints often encountered by managers. It seems 
that better communication between the research community and 
practitioners would lead to the emergence and further 
exploration of new key issues in the field. 
It appears that theory pertinent to the manager*s role 
is not further developed, probably due to the repetitiveness 
of previous theories in different forms, difficulty in 
generating hypotheses on current theories, and insufficient 
cooperation between the academic research community and 
practitioners. Camerer (1985) has summarized these and other 
research problems within the broader context of redirection 
of research in Business Policy and Strategy: 
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...The state of the art is disappointing. 
Theories are ambiguous, untested and tend 
to replace other theories with little 
apparent progress...This malaise can be 
traced to the way research is typically 
done: specifically, the almost exclusive 
use of armchair induction encourages the 
creation of ambiguous ill-specified 
theories with little comparability to 
other theories... (p.5). 
To develop the field further, a few suggestions should 
be considered. First, it is important to gain further access 
to managers, and develop a closer link between the academic 
and professional communities. Convincing managers to 
cooperate, particularly those at higher levels of the 
organization, is not easy and requires great effort; however, 
a "public campaign" emphasizing the importance of research in 
the field should reduce this problem. Furthermore, allowing 
further access to organizations and convincing managers to 
spend more time with them, will enable the research community 
to focus on additional issues unexplored so far, as well as 
to develop new theories pertinent to the manager*s job. 
Second, additional research methodologies should be 
developed. Camerer (1985) for example, called for a new 
paradigm of deductive theorizing rather than the inductive 
generalizations of case studies. "Deductive theorizing, with 
more attention to a game theoretic definition of equilibrium 
and to recent ideas from economics, should be one direction 
for policy research" (Camerer,1985, p.l.). Furthermore, 
additional methodologies should be developed to examine the 
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variables and constructs of interests in the field. 
Schendel and Hofer (1979) also added that many of these 
variables are nominally and ordinarily scaled, and that much 
more work needs to be done in using and developing methods 
"capable of handling such measures more rigorously (Schendel 
and Hofer, 1979, p.530). In addition, the field needs to go 
beyond profit measures as criteria for evaluating overall 
management performance. Such measures also need to be 
adjusted for the role and hierarchical level of the 
management under investigation. 
Finally, theory and research must address the fact that 
the functions and role responsibilities of the manager are 
constantly changing and heavily depend on their environment 
and the specific organization climate in which they function. 
A time interval of a decade can change external and internal 
conditions so that past theories and studies cannot be 
projected to the future. 
Hopefully, consideration of the above research needs and 
issues will help scholars as well as practitioners to gain 
additional information in the field and will enable them to 
modify, broaden or test existing theories involving the 
functions and role-responsibilities of the manager. 
Cross-Cultural Comparative Management 
With regard to the increasing value of comparative 
management studies, the aim of this section is to explore the 
objective and scope of comparative management and to discuss 
theories, conceptual models, and field research conducted in 
this area. The former part of this section will examine the 
field of comparative management, followed by detailed 
investigation into the concept of culture. The latter part 
will review cross-cultural comparative management research: 
its various perspectives, scope, methodologies and findings. 
Finally, some conclusions and suggestions for future research 
will be presented. 
The Field of Comparative Management 
Definitions 
Comparative management may be best described as the 
comparative study of management phenomena. There are many 
definitions of the field: Boddewyn (1969, p.43) defined it 
as "dealing with cross-cultural similarities and differences 
among actors, processes, structures, functions, and 
environmental interactions." Another definition is by 
Schollhammer (1969): 
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...Comparative management theory can...be 
defined as being concerned with the 
systematic detection, identification, 
explanation and evaluation of uniformities 
and differences of managerial phenomena 
in different countries or regions...(p.14) 
Negandhi and Prasad (1971) have described comparative 
management from two different perspectives. As a discipline 
it can be thought of as cross-national. As a research method 
its role is "to detect, identify, classify, measure, and 
interpret similarities and differences among the phenomena 
being compared" (Negandhi and Prasad, 1971, p.4.). 
The common issue of these and many other definitions is 
that comparative management involves the study of 
similarities and differences of management in different 
countries. The emerging question then, is what phenomena 
should be compared? We usually compare objects, people, or 
symbols in different places, as well as events and sectoral 
elements such as segments or subcultures of a single spatial 
unit. The time frame of comparison is also an important 
variable. Boddewyn (1969, p.42-43) has developed a 
comprehensive construct for comparative management studies. 
He claimed that the questions raised about management are 
those normally asked about by any social institution: 
(1) Who are the participants? (Actors) 
(2) What do they do? (Processes) 
(3) How are the participants related to each other? 
(Structures) 
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(4) What do they contribute? (Functions) 
i 
(5) How do they interact with their environment? 
(Environment) 
According to Boddewyn, these five constructs (actor, 
process, structure, function and environment) are the 
elements around which a complete definition of management 
should be built. 
Negandhi and Prasad (1971, p.5) claimed that the 
phenomena to be compared should be the management process, 
managerial thinking, managerial techniques, value system or 
"any other observable phenomenon." Horovitz (1980, p.12) 
suggested four critical questions to be asked in comparative 
studies: 
(1) What practices prevail in different countries? 
(2) How do these practices differ from one country to 
the other? 
(3) What accounts for these differences? Is it cultural, 
educational, political, sociological or economic 
factors? 
(4) How effective are the prevailing practices? 
Manor Comparative Management Models 
Since the mid 1950*s, a few conceptual models have been 
developed for international comparisons of management. The 
most significant models in the literature are presented 
below 
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Harbison and Myers. Most scholars refer to this model 
as one of the first attempts to study and conceptualize 
management practice outside the United States. Their purpose 
was to trace the logic of management development and its 
relation to the process of industrial growth. Their concern 
was more with the dynamics of development and the basic 
trends of managerial growth than with an analysis of 
particular practices of a specific time frame. 
Harbison and Myers analyzed management in the industrial 
world using economic, political and social terms. Their 
analysis of economic resources was mainly concerned with the 
level of industrialization; more managers are universally 
needed as a result of larger and more complex 
organizations, additional investments and markets, and more 
frequent innovations. As for the political component of 
their model, Harbison and Myers developed a quadruple 
typology of authority systems (dictatorial, paternalistic, 
constitutional, democratic) that variously predominate in 
different countries. Finally, their social component was 
concerned with patterns of access to executive positions: 
patrimonial, political, and professional. 
Having developed this construct, they stated that 
understanding the origins of a country's organization 
builders is important to determine the initial direction and 
pace of industrialization. In turn, industrial development 
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is influenced by the authority applied. The type of 
authority is affected by the socioeconomic origin of the 
managers. Harbison and Myers also related the demand for 
managers to the size and complexity of organizations and to 
the environmental state of technology, market 
characteristics, and the rate of economic growth. 
There are several important points regarding this model. 
First, the overall perspective of analysis is dynamic. The 
authors focused on the evolution of management toward 
professionalism and democracy, as well as on the forces 
likely to mold its future. Second, their conceptual scheme 
is mainly oriented toward the problem of industrialization. 
Finally, the model does not treat the management process but 
rather its socioeconomic background and the framework in 
which managers operate (authority structure and 
organizational environment). 
Farmer and Richman. The purpose of the model, as 
expressed by the authors, was to "develop a new conceptual 
framework for comparative studies which will prove more 
useful in the analysis of critical comparative management 
problems." (Farmer and Richman, 1964, pp 55-56). Their 
model employed four key concepts: 
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(1) Comparative management problems - the question of 
relative managerial efficiency among cultures. 
(2) Internal management - coordination of human effort and 
material resources toward the achievement of 
organizational objectives. 
(3) External constraints - the external environment 
classified as economic, legal-political,sociological, 
and educational. 
(4) Managerial efficiency - degree of efficiency with which 
members of productive enterprises achieve their stated 
goals. 
According to Farmer and Richman, managerial 
effectiveness and processes are influenced by environmental 
constraints. Their major contribution was that they 
established functional relationships between aggregate 
"managerial effectiveness" in a country and a set of selected 
independent variables. They also claimed that "culture" is a 
major variable in determining both managerial and 
organizational effectiveness. 
This framework for comparative management analysis 
invites a few comments. First, Farmer and Richman attempted 
to shift attention from the managerial process and instead 
emphasized the fact that external factors constrain 
managerial endeavor. They regarded management as a variable 
dependent on the environment. This approach has been 
criticized by Schollhammer (1969), Negandhi and Prasad (1971) 
and Kelley and Worthley (1981) . Schollhammer, for example, 
described the model as ecological - a passive creature of 
external constraints and as a result, "there is generally an 
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overemphasis on the necessity for environmental adaptation 
and not enough attention is paid to the fact that 
management may choose to act in defiance of certain external 
constraints" (Schollhammer, 1969, p.86). Additional comments 
were raised by Boddewyn (1969) who argued that the model 
failed to differentiate between management and the 
organization. Farmer and Richman's "critical elements of the 
managerial process... lumps together purely managerial 
aspects with organizational and even environmental 
considerations" (Boddewyn, 1969, p.40). Finally, it may be 
added that some of their definitions are too broad and 
difficult to be measured operationally. "Managerial 
effectiveness", for example, has been defined as "the degree 
or level of efficiency, from society's point of view, with 
which the overall management process is performed in a given 
enterprise." (Farmer and Richman, 1965, p.25). 
Boddewyn. Boddewyn suggested a comprehensive construct 
for comparative management studies. The five concepts in the 
model discussed earlier correspond to the social-sciences' 
concepts of actor, process, structure, function, and 
environment. The major assumption underlined was that 
managers are the principal subjects of comparison and that 
the questions raised on comparison should be pertinent to 
this group. There are three dimensions of the model: 
(a) Comparative problems. 
(b) Corresponding concepts. 
(c) Managerial aspects to study comparatively. 
Each of the five corresponding concepts (actor, process, 
structure, function, and environment) is studied along these 
three dimensions. 
Neaandhi and Prasad. Their major argument was that if 
the environmental and cultural factors were the main 
determinants of management practices and effectiveness, one 
would expect close similarities in the management practices 
of two comparable industrial enterprises. 
They revised Farmer and Richman's model by incorporating 
a new construct of "management philosophy" - management 
attitudes toward employees, consumers, suppliers, 
stockholders, etc. This independent variable, coupled with 
environmental factors, influences management practice which, 
in turn, affects management effectiveness. 
Miller and Simonetti. In focusing upon one aspect of 
the societal environment - the socio-cultural variable - it 
became apparent to Miller and Simonetti that certain causal 
relationships were not consistent from one country to 
another. An attempt was made to explain this differing 
result through the introduction of a "modification variable." 
This variable acts as a filtering mechanism between the 
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external and internal variables of the socio-cultural value 
orientation. 
The cause-effect model is composed of six constructs. 
There are three independent variables? 
(1) .External variables - exogenous variables developed 
outside the firm within society, family and class 
consciousness. 
(2) Internal variables - endogenous variables developed 
inside the firm consisting of distance between employees 
and management, fairness of management toward employees 
and so on. 
(3) Modification variable - internalization of external 
variables of the socio-cultural value orientation by 
management. 
In addition, there are also mediating constructs; 
"management practices" and "level of employee participation." 
These two affect the dependent variable construct "management 
effectiveness" measured in terms of human asset criteria, job 
satisfaction, worker morale, and utilization of an ability to 
attract and retain-high level manpower (Miller and Simonetti, 
1971, p.95). 
Other Comparative Management Models. With relevance to 
comparative management studies, it is appropriate to mention 
two cross-organizational models. The first is by Pugh and 
Pheysey (1968) who have developed a comparative 
administration model, and demonstrated a relationship between 
context and structure. The model employs systems approach in 
that activities and structure (such as specialization. 
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standardization, or formalization) are thought to have 
i 
outcome, represented by performance (measured by 
productivity, profitability, adaptability etc.). Other 
inputs are represented by context such as size, technology or 
location. 
The second model is Perrow's (1967) , who argued that 
technology is a prime variable to consider when studying the 
structure of organizations. His conceptual model consists of 
five essential variables: 
(1) The raw materials constituting the input to the 
organization. 
(2) The technology, which encompasses the throughput 
processes of the organization. 
(3) The task structure. 
(4) The social structure of the organization. 
(5) Its goals. 
When applied to the comparative analysis of 
organizations, the model allows for the comparison of 
organizations only when they share similar technologies. The 
throughput process (in terms of what is actually done to the 
raw materials entering the organization) is the primary 
element to be considered rather than the function performed 
by the organization. 
In addition, England (1978) has also developed a model 
to describe different management practices in terms of the 
relationship of values to behavior. His framework indicated 
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two major ways in which values can influence behavior: 
behavior channeling and perceptual screening. Behavior 
channeling represents a rather direct influence on behavior 
in contrast to the more indirect influence of perceptual 
screening. Furthermore, the impact of values on behavior 
should be considered in relation to environmental influences 
and constraints. 
Recently, Kanungo and Wright (1983) developed a cross- 
cultural comparative model of managerial job attitudes. The 
major assumption in their model was that effectiveness of 
organizational rewards in producing high performance depends 
on: 
(a) How the rewards are valued by the individual. 
(b) The ratio of actual to expected rewards. 
Both of these are subject to cultural influences, 
particularly with respect to the relative importance of 
intrinsic versus extrinsic job outcomes. Thus, the 
assessment of work motivation of managers in different 
countries requires cross-cultural comparison of their 
orientation toward job outcomes and their degree of job 
satisfaction. 
In view of the few models presented, some conclusions 
could be drawn: First, most of comparative management models 
developed since the late 1950's are causal models, and aim to 
explain causal relationships between some explanatory, or 
52 
independent variables, and a dependent variable. This 
approach is reflected by models developed by Harbison and 
Myers (1959) , Farmer and Richman (1965) , Negandhi and Prasad 
(1971), Miller and Simonetti (1971), England (1978) and 
Kanungo and Wright (1983). In these models, the independent 
variables are "environmental constraints," "socio-economic 
characteristics," "culture," "management philosophy," 
"values," as well as contextual variables of the organization 
like size or structure. The dependent variable is mostly 
described as "management practice," "management 
effectiveness," or "management behavior." 
This may lead to the shortcoming that the constructs 
used in these models are vague and broad. The construct of 
"management philosophy" was defined by Negandhi and Estafen 
(1965, p.312) as "the expressed and implied attitude or 
relationships of a firm with some of its external and 
internal agents." "Management effectiveness" has been 
defined by these authors as the combination of nine elements. 
These include "net and gross profits in the last five years," 
"market share of the company in main product line," "employee 
morale and turnover" and so on. 
In that case, an emerging problem may arise when 
conducting comparative management research in that the same 
definitions would not be acceptable by the different 
organizations under investigation, mainly due to the obscure 
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and misleading terminology. 
Second, these models do not differentiate between the 
the different levels of management in the organizations under 
investigation. Farmer and Richman's model (1969), for 
example, deals mostly with the aggregate label "management" - 
a level of analysis that obscures considerable variation. 
The exposition of power and authority in human organizations 
has been examined extensively in the literature. Katz and 
Kahn (1966, p.217), for example, argued that "influence 
transactions within the structure of authority are role¬ 
relevant, and the organization specifies the range of content 
which is to be regarded." The concept of role is also 
important for linking the individual and the organizational 
level of research and theory. Each person in an organization 
is linked to some set of other members by virtue of the 
system*s functional requirements, which are heavily 
implemented through the expectations that those members have 
of the individual (Katz and Kahn, 1978). 
Third, most of the models consider the process of 
management to be heavily influenced by environmental and 
cultural variables. 
The question that may arise beyond the definition of 
these terms, is "are there any differences between 
environment and culture? If so, what are the elements or 
components that constitute environment and culture?" 
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It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide 
solutions to the problems mentioned. However, since many 
"comparative management studies" are also referred to as 
"cross-cultural comparative management studies" (Smith and 
Thomas, 1972; Peterson, 1972; Schaupp, 1978; Van Fleet and 
Al-Tuhaih, 1979; Kelley and Worthley, 1981; Cattin, Jolibert 
and Lohnes, 1982), a further investigation of the concept 
"culture" is therefore needed. 
The Concept of Culture 
The term "culture" has been used in so many different 
contexts that its exact meaning is often unclear. Tylor 
(1920) was the first to use this term in its present day 
scientific sense, which is still the basis of most modern 
anthropological theories of culture. He described culture 
as: 
...that complex whole which includes 
knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, 
custom, and any other capabilities 
and habit acquired by a man as a 
member of society... (Tylor, 1920, 
Vol.l, p.l.). 
Kluckhohn and Kelly (1964) suggested a further 
elaboration of the term. Their discussion concluded that 
"culture" has a descriptive concept - "A culture is a 
historically derived system of explicit and implicit designs 
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for living, which tends to be shared by all or specially 
designated members of a group." (p.98) - as well as 
explanatory concept - "By culture we mean those historically 
creative selective processes which channel men's reaction 
both to internal and external stimuli" (p.84). 
Kaplan (1972) has reviewed four theoretical subsystems 
that explain cultural variation. They are ideology, social 
structure, technoeconomics, and personality. All are 
anthropological, although the latter also encompass social 
and psychological dimensions. 
The concept of culture has been increasingly linked with 
the study of organizations. Smircich (1983) argued that 
throughout the development of administrative theory and 
practice, organization theorists and managers have used "a 
variety of metaphors, or images to bound, frame, and 
differentiate that category of experience referred to as an 
organization" (Smircich, 1983, p.340). In her paper 
"Concepts of Culture and Organizational Analysis," Smircich 
studied the roots of the concepts of culture in anthropology 
and suggested some relationship between the concept and 
organizational analysis. Smircich identified five research 
themes that represent intersections of culture theory and 
organization theory: comparative management, corporate 
culture, organizational cognition, organizational symbolism, 
and unconscious processes. In the first two, culture is 
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either an independent or dependent,external or internal, 
organizational variable. In the final three, culture is not 
a variable at all, but is a root metaphor for conceptualizing 
about organizations. 
This paper is mainly concerned with the first theme 
proposed by Smircich, where culture is considered to be a 
background factor, almost synonymous with country. Relevant 
to the scope of this paper would be the concept of Culture 
Area. The first attempt at a formal theoretical definition 
of the term was made by C. Wissler (1922) and reflected the 
empirical origin of the concept: 
...We saw that the natives of the New 
World could be grouped according to 
single culture traits, giving us good 
areas, textile areas, ceramic areas, 
etc. If however, we take all the 
traits into simultaneous consideration 
and shift our point of view to the 
social or tribal units, we are able 
to form fairly definite groups...(p.217-218). 
A Culture Area, is a unit of geographic space in which a 
similar culture or cultures are found. This spatial concept 
of culture was developed by North American ethnologists as a 
device for the classification of museum collections. 
A Culture Area was simply some region, defined by a map, 
whose cultures were considered a significant group in 
contrast to those of neighboring regions. The anthropologist 
O.T. Mason had devised eleven culture areas for North 
America, designating them in part by location (North Pacific 
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Coast, California, Oregon), climate (Arctic), physiography and 
drainage (Interior Basin, Columbia Drainage) and language. 
(Encyclopedia Brittanica-Macropedia, Vol.5, pp.366-367). 
The Culture Area is an example of what human geographers 
call uniform or homogeneous regions. Several problems should 
be taken into consideration before defining related groups or 
cultures throughout the world. The first problem would be to 
decide which of the several criteria to choose as the basis 
for cultural relationships. The second problem would be to 
determine the border where one Culture Area integrates with 
adjacent Culture Areas. In order to overcome these problems, 
the Encyclopedia of Anthropology (1976) defined Culture Area 
as an adaptive mechanism that allows people to adapt easily 
to environmental changes. A Culture Area is defined as: 
...A part of earth's surface on which 
more or less related groups of people 
over many millennia, worked out a variety 
of adaptive mechanisms for survival 
beginning with a common heritage, 
similar ecological conditions, 
similar economic, social, ideological 
and related languages... (p.105) 
According to this source, the major Culture Areas of the 
world are The Middle East, Europe, Africa, North Asia, South 
Asia, Oceania, North America, and South America. 
This concept of Cultural Area has been reflected in the 
comparative management literature. Fayerweather (1982) viewed 
culture as a "nationalistic" concept, where the dominant 
differentiating themselves from other national groups. He 
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viewed the close relationship of national culture and 
nationalism as a historical evolution: Some nations have 
been built by dispersed cultural groups, but in the great 
majority of cases they have evolved from homogeneous 
cultures. His comprehensive definition of national culture 
incorporated key characteristics of the nation such as goals, 
group cohesion, or the political system. The role of 
national culture is therefore to facilitate social 
integration and communication, as well as to provide 
cognitive logic to the sense making of group cohesion. 
This view has been shared by many authors, who claimed 
that certain societies clustered in different cultural areas 
have similar characteristics that differentiate them from 
others. Yoshino (1968), Clark (1979), Sasaki (1981) and 
Tsurumi (1984) have examined Japanese society and its 
inherent and preserved culture reflected in organizational 
behavior and management practices. Sasaki (1981) argued that 
the closed society of the Japanese, group cohesiveness, 
collectivism, "lack of feeling of being members of the 
public," and respect for seniority are often reflected by the 
lifetime employment system in many Japanese firms, group 
decision making based on consensus, a wage system based on 
the egalitarianism and the Japanese management style 
characterized by familiarism. 
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Child (1969) argued that British management thought 
emerged during social and industrial turbulence and 
accompanied political and technical development. These 
national developments have resulted in militant labor 
movements and new management techniques exercised against any 
direct industrial democracy. Furthermore, Kanungo and Wright 
(1983) argued that the British are likely to be products of 
the "Protestant Ethic," which places high value on work for 
its own sake. During their socialization in the family, 
school, and the workplace, the British are trained to view 
work as a core of their life and as a major vehicle for 
realizing their capabilities. Intrinsic job outcomes such as 
authority, independence, and achievement are, thus, likely to 
be valued highly by British managers. Furthermore, British 
family and school training tend to be liberal and to 
encourage development of personal initiative and achievement, 
competitiveness, responsibility, and independence (Kanungo and 
Wright, 1983, p.120). Finally, in a study of mutual view and 
perceptions of British and Japanese colleagues, Everett and 
Stening (1983) concluded that; 
...The British rate themselves highly 
honest, polite predictable and cooper¬ 
ative, and also consider themselves 
quite logical and industrious...(p.473). 
Assumptions about Australians have been expressed by 
Horne (1964) , who observed a few stereotypes based on some 
experiences. According to Horne, Australians are informal in 
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their interpersonal relations, tolerant, and distrust 
authority. Other assessments suggest that Australians are 
egalitarian and believe that everyone deserves an 
opportunity. Jenner (1982) argued that these so-called 
national characteristics have implications for preference of 
a democratic style of management as well as union-management 
relations; Indeed, the rate of union membership is very high 
in Australia. 
Newman (1971) concluded that U.S. citizens traditionally 
valued achievement and hard work and believed that they could 
achieve anything if they worked hard enough. Furthermore, he 
argued that U.S. managers believe that people can, and should 
be masters of destiny, determine their own lives, and 
overcome any problem in a never-ending quest for improvement. 
They also prefer decision making based on analysis of data, 
and have a high regard for planning. In general, U.S. 
business people believe in independent, profit-minded 
enterprises as instruments for social action. 
Lawrence (1980) argued that management practice in 
Germany largely depends on the aspects of the German society, 
"which facilitated the post-war recovery...due to intense 
involvement in the economic achievement" (p.12). The 
educational system in Germany, which lacks institutions with 
an extrinsic prestige significance such as the English public 
school system, plays an important role in German society. 
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In Germany, most children are educated in the Gymnasium 
(secondary modern school); having attended private school 
tends to raise eyebrows (p.60). Furthermore, the lack of 
undergraduate courses in management or business studies in 
universities, and the apprenticeship system reflected in 
engineers* dominance of management positions show the 
"widespread German enthusiasm for knowing how things are made 
and how they work" (p.83). 
Other writers who have treated unique characteristics of 
social systems within national boundaries as major 
determinants of managerial behavior are Fayerweather (1969), 
who studied the roots of Mexican culture, Derossi (1978), who 
studied Italy’s culture as a determinant of management's 
political power, and Hines (1973) , who surveyed business and 
society in New Zealand. 
This conceptual framework of viewing culture as a 
descriptive tool for examining a nation's or a country's 
characteristics has a few limitations: First, a major 
culture, might contain minor cultures, or subcultures that 
have different characteristics. This could be apparent in 
countries who possess large geographical areas like the 
United States, the Soviet Union or China, as well as small 
countries such as Belgium, Sri Lanka, or Israel. Moreover, 
Bass and Burger (1979) argued that minor cultures can 
constitute a large proportion of the work force within a 
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country, and consequently shape management practices. 
The North European manager, for example, is likely to 
be dealing with transient workers from Italy, Spain or Turkey, 
whereas Californians may be occupied with workers from Mexico. 
Second, due to the vague definition of the term 
"culture," it is unclear which variables ought to be 
considered when defining the concept. Boundaries of the 
definition cause some methodological problems mainly dealing 
with the inclusion of elements in the concept: level of 
industrialization?; education system?; historical development 
or patterns of thoughts? This may indicate a need to develop 
a comprehensive or universal definition of "culture" that 
would reflect the dynamic socio-economic development of a 
society as well as its patterns of widely shared thoughts and 
manners. 
Finally, a few cross-cultural comparative management 
studies have shown that similar ways of life and patterns of 
behavior are shared in geographical areas that do not have 
proximity to each other. Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter (1966) 
have identified four clusters of nations (each nation within 
each cluster correlates about 0.57 with others in the same 
culture): The Nordic-European countries, the Latin-European, 
the Anglo-American pair, and the developing countries 
(Argentina, Chile and India). Japan was the only country 
that did not correlate with any other country. 
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Another example of research emphasizing cultural 
similarities among countries was undertaken by Sirota and 
Greenwood (1971). Using factor analysis, the authors grouped 
countries within clusters on the basis of individual 
respondents* goal orderings. The "Anglo" cluster included 
the U.K., Australia, the U.S., Canada, New Zealand, South 
Africa, Austria, Switzerland and India. This cluster 
differed from other clusters in that the "Anglo" respondents 
had a higher rating for goals pertaining to individual 
achievement, and a lower desire for job security. 
Van Fleet and Al-Tuhaih (1979) , who studied perceived 
leader behaviors, have also rejected national boundaries as 
the basis for classifying culture, and, therefore, employed 
the ethnographic regions of Murdock (1975). These regions 
are Central and South America, Southeast Asia, Arabia, Mid- 
Asia, Africa and Europe. In using Murdock's regions, it 
should be determined whether "culture" should be viewed as 
predominant in a single country and could cross borders and 
be shared by several other countries. 
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Cross-Cultural Comparative Management Studies: 
Three Viewpoints 
In view of the comparative models presented, coupled 
with the review of the concept of culture, the literature of 
cross-cultural comparative management can be divided into 
three major approaches, each containing some variations 
reflected in some sub-approaches. 
The Universal Approach 
The universalists believe that there are no significant 
differences in managerial behavior across cultures and 
countries. The main argument of this approach is that 
managers perform the same basic functions, and, therefore, 
behavior is functionally determined. 
Harbison and Myers' (1959) model underlines this 
assumption. In their study of management-development, 
practiced in twenty-three countries, they made a number of 
generalizations about management and management-development 
which suggested no significant differences between managers 
from one country to another. Likewise, Bendix (1956) 
compared the management situation in the United States with 
that of the British, Russians, and East Germans, and found 
many common elements over a long range of time. 
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Though realizing the problems of cultural and 
nationality differences, Fayerweather (1959) suggested that 
performance is unique to every individual and depends on 
one's own effort and not the relationships with others. 
Fayerweather further suggested that the three main phases of 
the process of accomplishing work (innovation, analysis and 
action) are achieved differently by different individuals. 
He assumed that "standards of high industrial productivity" 
are accomplished by an executive with "a searching creative 
mind, with sharp analytical capacities, and with a 
disciplined and persistent approach to the executions of 
plans" (Fayerweather, 1959, p.80). 
Koonz (1969) suggested that there is universality of 
management practices in areas that he identified as 
"management sciences." Among these sciences are "network 
planning," "variable budgeting," "utilization of rate of 
return on investment" and "break even analysis." These 
functions are practiced similarly by managers worldwide. 
With relevance to this approach it is appropriate to 
mention some of the scholars discussed earlier, who developed 
models pertinent to the role of the manager. Theorists such 
as Fayol (1957) or Mayo (1933) have never considered the 
possibility that the role of the manager would vary among 
countries or cultures. In this standardization of 
management, design systems for multinational corporations 
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is the key to success. Local management can learn 
effectively from the most competent and advanced practices 
wherever they are located. It is also apparent that 
management theory does not need or should not incorporate 
"cultural" variables. 
The Economic Approach 
This approach contends that managerial behavior is the 
product of a nation*s economic and industrial development. 
Although advocating the universal approach, Harbison and 
Myers (1959) argued that increased industrialization may lead 
to the limitation of managerial authority. This is caused by 
the increased complexity and interdependence of tasks in the 
organization, making it necessary to elicit the cooperation 
of subordinates rather than depending on arbitrary power. 
Managerial practice, therefore, plays an important role in 
achieving rapid industrial and economic development in 
developed and developing countries. This is essentially a 
macro or aggregate approach, and has mainly concentrated on 
the examination of basic trends of managerial development 
rather than analysis of the specific management practice at a 
micro level, notably the firm (Negandhi, 1975). 
The major protagonists of this approach have been Veblen 
(1928) and Kerr, Dunlop, Harbison, and Myers (1964). Veblen 
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believed that the major determinant of managerial behavior 
was the "machine process" or technological determinism. Kerr 
et al. (1964) also believed that the stage and level of 
industrialization was a major predictor of managerial 
behavior. In addition. Woodward (1965) suggested that 
technology is the pervasive value and that, over time, 
technology will determine the appropriate managerial 
philosophy. 
Richman's (1967) study of management development and 
education in the Soviet Union stated in its very beginning: 
...Management of industrial enterprise 
involves the coordination of human effort 
and material resources toward achievement 
of organizational objectives. The basic 
objectives of industrial organizations 
in any country are economic in nature, 
and ultimately reflect the desire of 
society for useful goods and services...(p.l) 
Several cross-cultural comparative management studies 
have explained variations among samples by using the 
"economic approach." In studies undertaken by Cummings et 
al. (1971), Negandhi and Prasad (1971), Boddewyn (1976), 
Whitely and England (1977), Reynolds (1978) and Horovitz 
(1980) divergence in management perceptions was explained by 
variables such as "degree of industrialization," "economic 
growth," or "economic conditions." 
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Cultural Approach 
A third school of thought claims the opposite of the 
previous two. Each country or geographical region has its 
own legal, political, cultural and economic environment which 
appears to influence managerial behavior. The basic premise 
of this approach has been that culture is the independent 
variable in explaining managerial behavior and attitudes. 
Farmer and Richman's (1964, 1965) model, as well as Negandhi 
and Prasad's (1971), support this assumption that 
environmental factors determine management and enterprise 
performance. 
Other protagonists of the cultural school included 
Gonzalez and McMillan (1961), who concluded from their 
studies in Brazil that there are cultural differences between 
U.S. and Brazil and that the "American philosophy of 
management is not universally applicable" (Gonzalez and 
McMillan, 1961, p.39). Oberg (1963) stated that: 
...My own experience in international 
management leads me to believe that 
cultural differences from one country 
to another are more significant than 
many writers now appear to recognize 
..• The problems which managers face 
in these two cultures differ and the 
ground rules under which managers 
operate are almost as unlike in these 
two countries as the ground under- 
which the two countries' national 
games are played...(pp.129-130). 
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Haire, Ghiselli and Porter (1966), who studied 
managerial thinking in 14 countries have concluded: 
..•If there is any one broad finding 
that emerges from this study, it must 
be the existence of recognizable cul¬ 
tural clusters of countries. We can 
not consider the nature of inter¬ 
national management without taking 
this factor into account...Indeed, 
it is true that it has been stated 
in general terms for a long time, 
but nothing has been done about it 
...(p.180). 
Other studies have treated culture from different 
perspectives. First, some cross-cultural studies are 
actually cross-national, studies which implies comparison of 
socio-cultural, political, and economic systems and not just 
"culture.” 
In their model, Negandhi and Prasad (1971) incorporated 
an "environmental factors" construct, which encompasses socio¬ 
economic, educational, political and legal variables assumed 
to vary in different countries. Likewise, Beeman, Simonetti, 
and Simonetti (1981) also incorporated national government 
among their environmental agents. Other similar studies are 
those of Clark and McCabe (1970), England (1978), Bass et al. 
(1979) or Kelley and Worthley (1981). 
A second group of studies treats culture as a broad web 
of values and beliefs determined by history or tradition 
outside the business environment. England (1975) defined 
personal values as "a relatively permanent perceptual 
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framework which shapes and influences the general nature of 
individual behavior" (p.l). Studies of personal values as a 
reflection of culture have been undertaken by Smith and 
Thomas (1972), Bass and Eldridge (1973), England (1974, 
1975), Whitely and England (1980) and Lincoln, Hanada, and 
Olson (1983) , who analyzed the human behavior within 
different societies and developed "stereotypes" that 
characterized different countries or cultural areas. 
Finally, some studies have referred to specific 
variables that may shape the construct culture. These 
variables may be religious domination in a country, education 
system, family structure (Kanungo and Wright, 1983) or class 
consciousness and aristocratic or feudalistic social 
structure (Miller and Simonetti, 1971). 
In this view, multinational managers must be constantly 
aware of constraining forces in each country in which they 
operate, and refrain from standardization. In fact, they must 
fit management design to the local "cultural" conditions in 
each country. 
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Empirical Research 
Scope 
The increased multiculturalism between and within 
organizations has provoked calls for the development of new 
management strategies based on research focusing on managers 
working and interacting in multinational environments. 
Research and discussion related to cross-cultural 
studies of organizational behavior have been reviewed by 
Roberts, (1970); Kraut, (1975); Barett and Bass, (1976); and 
Hofstede (1980). Roberts (1970) has reviewed 526 
publications and categorized them into twenty-six substantive 
areas, such as attitudes and values, personality, management, 
or language and communication. His review also revealed that 
I 
a predominance of the discussions and studies were concerned 
with individual behavior in organizations, rather than macro 
analysis on the organizational level. Roberts (1970) 
concluded that the research in the field: 
...is not well guided by theoretical 
underpinnings, data are often weak, 
and conclusions are difficult to 
comprehend. Organizations are rarely 
viewed as part of their environments, 
yet understanding organizational- 
environmental interactions seems a 
major practical reason for engaging 
in cross-cultural research...(p.347). 
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A more recent review of the scope of research in the 
field has utilized a different methodology, Roberts and 
Boyacigiller1s (1983) article reported the results of a 
survey of fifty cross-national organizational researchers' 
assessments of popular topics of research in the field. The 
authors concluded that organizational design and structure, 
values and attitudes, environmental characteristics 
(including systems perspectives) and leadership are "hot 
topics" in cross-national organizational research. 
The literature reviewed is consistent with the above 
findings. The topics of values, attitudes, and personality 
traits have been covered by Clark and McCabe (1970)? Smith 
and Thomas (1972); Bass and Eldridge (1973); England and Lee 
(1974)? England ( 1975, 1978)? Whitely and England (1977, 
1980) and Lincoln, Hanada and Olson (1981). Environmental 
characteristics such as socio-economic indicators, level of 
% 
industrialization or nationwide educational variations have 
been discussed by Oberg (1963)? Haire, Ghiselli and Porter 
(1966)? Ajiferuke and Boddewyn (1970)? Cummings, Harnett, and 
Stevens (1971), Negandhi and Prasad (1971)? Hofstede (1976)? 
England (1978)? Reynolds (1978)? Horovitz (1980)? Beeman, 
Simonetti and Simonetti (1981)? Evans and Sculli (1981)? 
Kanungo and Wright (1983). Design and structure variables 
were studied by Copeman (1971)? Peterson (1972), Tannenbaum 
et al. (1974) and Horovitz (1980). 
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Certainly, there is an increasing trend toward the 
internationalization of business; It is therefore ironic that 
the proportion of papers devoted to the topic in management 
journals has not increased. Indeed, Adler (1983) has 
demonstrated that corporate activity has internationalized 
faster than the publishing of articles in American management 
journals in the decade 1971-1980. A literature survey of 24 
top American management journals (e.g. Academy of Management 
Journal, Columbia Journal of World Business, Harvard Business 
Review) showed that only 4.2% of the articles published were 
in the cross-cultural management category, 1.4% of which were 
comparative (focused on a comparison between or among 
organizations in any two or more countries or cultures). 
Furthermore, over the decade 1971-1980, there appeared to be 
no trend toward increasing the overall proportion of cross- 
cultural management articles. 
These findings are probably due to two major dilemmas 
impeding cross-cultural management research. First, is the 
problem of funding. International studies are more expensive 
than domestic studies, especially when the geographical 
disparity is greater among countries or cultures under 
investigation. Second, there is methodological complexity. 
Issues requiring access to representative samples, translation, 
equivalence of concepts, administration, analysis and 
interpretation seem to be great obstacles to the growth of 
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research in the field. 
Methodology 
With regard to the methodology used in cross-cultural 
comparative management studies, three major points should be 
discussed. First, the various positions regarding some 
operational definitions of the constructs under 
investigation. The concepts of "culture," "management 
philosophy," or "level of industrialization" have never been 
properly defined. The former concept, discussed earlier, has 
often been synonymous with nationality or country of origin 
(Clark and McCabe, 1971? Schaupp, 1978? Van Fleet and Al- 
Tuhaih, 1979? Kelley and Worthley, 1981? Kanungo and Wright, 
1983). Furthermore, these ill-defined variables seem to 
account for differences among managers' beliefs and practices 
termed as "attitudes" "behaviors" or "effectiveness." These 
dependent variables are also ill-defined, and can cause 
confusion among the research community. 
Second, the studies reviewed varied with regard to role 
and position in the organizational hierarchy. This has been 
discussed earlier but it is appropriate to mention that, 
according to Katz and Kahn (1966), "the pyramid of 
hierarchical organizations represents a fusion of status, 
prestige, rewards, and power" (p.221). Tannenbaum et al. 
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(1974) also argued that the different level in the 
organizational hierarchy results in different managerial 
outcomes. It is therefore advisable to investigate carefully 
some of the cross-cultural comparative management studies 
with regard to the level in the organizational hierarchy of 
the individuals under study. 
The studies reviewed have used subjects from different 
levels in the organization; Gentry et al. (1979) and Cattin, 
Jolibert, and Lohnes (1982) studied presidents and chief 
executive officers of large corporations, while Hofstede 
(1976) , Pizam and Reichel (1977) and Kanungo and Wright 
(1983) studied middle and lower management. Van Fleet and 
Al-Tuhaih even studied perceptions of international students 
and drew cross-cultural conclusions. 
Third, the sample sources vary. Management development 
program seminars or professional training courses seem to be 
popular sources to obtain comparative data. (Clark and 
McCabe, 1970? Cummings, Harnett, and Stevens, 1971? Kanungo 
and Wright, 1983). Published lists of executives by 
professional magazines (such as Fortune, Forbes and their 
foreign counterparts) are also popular. (Gentry et al. 1979? 
Cattin, Jolibert, and Lohnes 1982). Some studies have 
utilized directories of executives (England, 1974, 1980? 
Whitely and England, 1977) or data banks of international 
organizations (Bass and Eldridge, 1973). 
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Finally, the studies also differ in the method used to 
analyze the data collected. Although most of the studies 
reviewed were quantitative, some were qualitative (Smith and 
Thomas 1972? Reynolds, 1978? Symons, 1984). Statistical 
analyses of quantitative data varied among simple 
calculations of frequencies and T-tests (Kelley and Reeser, 
1973? Pizam and Reichel, 1977? Kelley and Worthley, 1981? 
Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982? Everett and Stening, 1983? 
Kanungo and Wright, 1983), analysis of variance (Van Fleet 
and Al-Tuhaih, 1979? Gentry et al. 1979? Whitely and England, 
1980) or multivariate methods such as principal component 
analysis and factor analysis (Hofstede, 1976? Whitely and 
England, 1977? Jenner, 1982). 
Findings 
Most of cross-cultural comparative management studies 
deal with the problem of similarities and differences between 
or among managers from different cultures or countries. The 
majority of the studies reviewed suggested that differences 
in perception and behavior of managers from different 
cultures or countries do exist, although some general 
similarities are also evident. 
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The major question that may arise is not how much 
managers from different cultures and countries differ, but 
what are the reasons behind the divergence of perception of 
managers around the world* 
It appears that the empirical research undertaken shows 
three major constructs that account for the variations among 
managers; Environmental, Organizational and Individual. 
They are called constructs, since they are built or 
constructed from many elements by which they can be 
operationally defined and measured. 
The first construct is the Environmental construct, 
which incorporates all "external constraints" (Farmer and 
Richman, 1975) that may influence organizational and 
individual behavior. These constraints can include elements 
such as the economy, religious affiliation, political and 
legal system, sociological characteristics of the society, 
and so on. It is important to mention that the concept of 
"culture" is subsumed within the environmental construct, 
since it is part of the environment in that every society has 
shared meanings and learned behavior - probably due to an 
interaction with other elements in the environment. 
The second construct is Organizational, in that every 
organization is unique and has special elements not shared by 
organizations functioning in the same or in different 
environments. Among these elements are structure and size. 
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task environment agents, and organizational culture. 
The third construct is composed of elements dealing with 
the individual such as demographics, job-related 
characteristics, or value system and personal traits. This 
construct is relatively easy to measure? in particular, the 
easy-to-quantify elements of demographics. The three 
constructs and their elements are summarized in Table 3. 
There is also a hierarchical structure for the different 
levels of analysis. Environment is the broadest level, 
followed by Organization and Individual. However, these 
constructs are interrelated and have a recursive effect on 
each other. This view is illustrated in Figure 1. 
A similar comprehensive view of analysis was suggested 
by Negandhi (1975). His integrating model also included 
three levels of analysis, which he called (a) organizational 
environment (the environment within the "closed system" of 
the organization? (b) task environment (that is potentially 
relevant to the goal setting and goal attainment of the 
organization)? (c) societal environment (the macro 
environment: economic, political, social, cultural and legal 
characteristics of a given nation). Note that Negandhi*s 
model does not include the individual as a level of analysis. 
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31 
Canitructfi and their Elenants Accounting for 
BlYlMgPfit iH Manacesent Perception and Behavior 
COHSTROCT 
ENVIRONMENT ECONOMY Inflation (Reynolds, 1978) 
Interest rate (Reynolds, 1978) 
Finance and organization of 
capital narkets (Oberg,1963; 
Parser and Richman, 1975) 
Taxes (Oberg, 1963) 
Industrial structure (Oberg, 
1963; Parser and Richsan,1975) 
Transportation systes (Oberg, 
1963) 
Percentage of non—agriculture 
esploysent (Ajiferuke and 
Boddevyn, 1970) 
GNP (Ajiferuke and Boddevyn, 
1970) 
Central banking systes (Parser 
and Richsan, 1975) 
Fiscal policy (Parser and 
Richsan, 1975) 
Market size (Parser and 
Richsan, 1975) 
Level and pace of industrial¬ 
ization (Cunnings et al,1971; 
Whitely and England, 1978; 
Evans and Sculli, 1981; 
Jenner, 1982) 
Level of Research and Develop¬ 
ment (Whitely and England, 
1977) 
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CONSTRUCT ELEMENTS 
POLITICAL AND 
LEGAL SYSTEM 
EXAMPLES 
Relevant "legal rules of the 
9ane” (Parser and Richman, 
1975) 
RELIGIOUS 
AFFILIATION OF 
THE CULTURAL 
AREA 
SOCIOLOGICAL 
CHARACTERISTICS 
OF THE SOCIETY 
AS A WHOLE 
Defense policy (Parser and 
Richman, 1975) 
Foreign policy (Parser and 
Richman, 1975) 
Political stability (Farmer 
and Richman, 1975) 
Flexibility of law and legal 
changes (Parser and Richman, 
1975) 
Political organization 
(Farmer and Richman, 1975; 
Beeman, Simonetti and 
Sisonetti, 1981) 
Percentage of Rosen Catho¬ 
lics in the population 
(Ajiferuke and Boddevyn, 
1970) 
View of managers as an elite 
group (Farmer and Richman, 
1975) 
Class flexibility and consc¬ 
iousness (Miller and 
Simonetti 1971; Parser 
and Richman, 1975) 
View of wealth (Farmer and 
Richman, 1975) 
View of rational risk taking 
(Farmer and Richman, 1975) 
View of achievement (Farmer 
and Richman, 1975) 
View of scientific methods in 
solving social problems 
(Parser and Richman, 1975) 
CONSTRUCT 
CULTURE 
ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE 
SIZE 
TASK 
ENVIRONMENT 
AGENTS 
Family centered society 
(Miller and Simonetti, 1971) 
Aristocratic and/or feudal- 
istic values (Miller and 
Simonetti, 1971) 
Stereotypes of groups: (Clark 
and McCabe, 1970; Jenner, 
1982; Everett and Stoning, 
1983) 
Tradition (Smith and Thomas, 
1972) 
Other: (Oberg 1963; Reynolds, 
1978; Kelley and Worthley, 
1982; Cuttin, Jolibert, 
Lohnes, 1982) 
(Perrow, 1967; Tannenbaum et 
al, 1974) 
(Saire, Ghiselli, and Porter, 
1966; Peterson, 1972; Beeman, 
Simonetti and Simonetti,1981) 
Competitors (Oberg, 1963) 
Onions (Oberg, 1963) 
Creditors (Beeman, Simonetti, 
and Simonetti, 1981) 
Stockholders (Beeman, 
Simonetti and Simonetti,1981) 
Consumers (Beeman, Simonetti, 
and Simonetti, 1981) 
Suppliers (Beeman, Simonetti, 
and Simonetti, 1981) 
ORGANIZATIONAL 
CULTURE 
(Smircich, 1983) 
CONSTRUCT 
INDIVIDUAL 
82 
DEMOGRAPHICS Age (Baire, Ghiselli and 
Porter, 1966; Hofstede, 
1976; Van Pleet and Al- 
Tuhaih, 1979) 
National origin (place of 
birth) (Cunnings, Harnett 
and Stevens, 1971; Hofstede 
1976; Lincoln, Hanada and 
Olson, 1981) 
Ancestral origin (father's 
place of birth) (Kelley and 
Reeser, 1973; Pisan and 
Reichel, 1977) 
Education - type (private, 
public, run by 
religious 
groups) (Van 
Pleet and Al- 
Tuhaih, 1979, 
Kanungo and 
Wright, 1983) 
- level (Van Pleet 
and Al-Tubaih 
1979) 
Religious affiliation (Van 
Pleet and Al-Tuhaih, 1979; 
Kanungo and Wright, 1983) 
Sex (Van Pleet and Al- 
Tuhaih, 1979) 
Other - languages spoken: 
(Van Pleet and Al- 
Tuhaih, 1979) 
JOB RELATED Experience (Van Pleet and 
INDIVIDUAL Al-Tuhaih, 1979). 
CHARACTERISTICS 
Managenent training (Clark 
and McCabe, 1970) 
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CONSTRDCT ELEMENTS EXAMPLES 
Management philosophy 
- attitudes toward employ¬ 
ees, consumers, suppliers 
etc. (Negandhi and Prasad 
1971) 
- legitimacy of participa¬ 
tion, group decision 
making (Miller and 
Simonetti, 1971; Smith 
and Thomas, 1972) 
Employment sector (public 
vs. private) (Cummings, 
1971) 
Occupational role and pos¬ 
ition in the organizational 
hierarchy (Haire, Ghiselli 
and Porter, 1966; Tannen- 
baum et al. 1976) 
Functional role (e.g. 
(marketing, finance, engin¬ 
eering) Cummings, Harnett 
and Stevens, 1971; 
Hofstede, 1976) 
Ownership vs. professional 
management (Copeman, 1971; 
Peterson, 1972; Whitely and 
England, 1977) 
VALUE SYSTEM (Bass and Eldridge, 1973; 
AMD PERSONALITY England, 1974, 1975, 1978; 
TRAITS Whitely and England, 1977, 
1980; Lincoln, Hanada, Olson, 
1981) 
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Figure 1_l 
Constructs Accounting fox Divergence In 
Perception and Behavior 
85 
Conclusions 
In recent years, the field of cross-cultural comparative 
management has been developed, though not at the same pace as 
international business (Adler, 1983). Compared with the 
extensive research and studies in business policy and 
organizational behavior, cross-cultural comparative 
management is in its infancy and needs further development. 
This section presented a comprehensive literature review 
of the field. It incorporated classical models of 
comparative management, an investigation of the concept 
"culture," as well as a presentation of three different 
points of view regarding cross-cultural comparative 
management studies: the universal, economic, and cultural. 
This section also investigated the field's past and current 
research, emphasizing its scope, methodologies, samples, and 
findings. 
In light of this review, a few conclusions may be drawn. 
First, a growing internationalism calls for the development 
of new patterns and models in the field. The narrow domestic 
paradigms developed in the United States, Europe, or any 
other geographic regions should be viewed alongside a 
paradigm that encompasses global diversity. The development 
of such paradigms will allow hypothesis testing and, as a 
result, will change the scope of studies from descriptive to 
86 
prescriptive or predictive. Models such as Harbison and 
Myers (1959), Farmer and Richman (1971) or Negandhi and 
Prasad (1975) should be developed and elaborated upon to meet 
the increasing important role that international business 
plays in the world economy. Causal models would be useful to 
indicate the direction of cause-effect relations, as well as 
the role of mediating variables. 
Second, it is time to develop comprehensive definitions 
of the constructs frequently used in the field. The concept 
of "culture," for example, should be defined along with other 
vague constructs that confuse both academic and professional 
communities. 
Third, scholars and practitioners should address 
methodological issues. Findings and conclusions of cross- 
cultural comparative management research should be 
interpreted cautiously, especially with regard to the 
different levels of organizations that the various research 
papers have addressed. In that case, it would be incorrect 
to compare and draw conclusions after examining attitudes of 
chief executive officers and foremen. 
Fourth, the time dimension should also be considered. 
Attitudes change during socialization in an organization 
(Schein, 1965). This invites additional work to investigate 
the dynamic process of socialization during various time 
intervals. 
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Fifth, development of new instruments and measurement 
tools is also crucial. There are different viewpoints toward 
the measurement of the construct "culture" in a cross- 
cultural perspective. Schuh (1974) warned against 
difficulties in conducting research with a single 
questionnaire that fails to specify exactly the broader 
domain of culture. He suggested that a second questionnaire 
focusing on cultural traditions outside the field of business 
would vastly improve the explanation. Greater attention to 
basic cultural differences, constructs that influence both 
general and job-specific manager attitudes will yield better 
international comparisons. 
Sekaran (1981) provided a different point of view. His 
study aimed at finding out to what extent the measures of job 
involvement and job satisfaction developed in the United 
States culture were appropriate to the Indian culture. 
Judged by factor analysis results, the author concluded that 
both measures are equally applicable for the two cultures. 
This applicability of measures and the importance of the 
common predictors in both cultures strengthen the 
universalist view, where a similar pattern of relationships 
can be found in different cultures and countries. 
With regard to measurement of the various constructs, 
new statistical methods are currently available to measure 
unobservable constructs. LISREL (Linear Structural 
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Relations) is a versatile approach that can be used for the 
analysis of causal models with multiple indicators of latent 
variables such as "culture," "environment," or "socioeconomic 
characteristic" as well as dependent variables normally 
presented as causes of the aforementioned. These variables 
could be "managerial effectiveness," "managerial outcome," or 
"organizational performance." If operational definitions 
have been developed for these constructs, LISREL can estimate 
the path coefficients of models with multiple indicators of 
unobserved or latent variables (Pedhazur, 1982). 
Investigating some of these issues would help strategic 
decision makers in multinational organizations to design more 
effective motivational and reward systems, recruiting 
policies and training program in light of the multicultural 
environment in which they must operate. 
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CrpssrSuiituraJ. Comparative Managements Canada and the U.S. 
The literature on Canadian-U.S. political, economic, and 
cultural relations is extensive and beyond the scope of this 
paper. However, since this proposal aims at comparing 
attitudes of chief executive officers* of both Canadian and 
U.S. corporations, the literature on multinationals 
corporations would be worth mentioning. 
Canadian multinationals have been investigated in global 
perspective by Rugman (1980), Shapiro (1980), and Niosi 
(1982) Some works were devoted to U.S. subsidiaries in Canada 
(Globeman, 1979? Hulbert and Brandt, 1980). 
studies have compared the Canadian and American 
industries. Fowler (1976) compared the performance of 
Canadian and United States manufacturing and mining 
industries. The findings indicated that a major cause of 
inferior Canadian performance is the lower level of product 
innovation undertaken. Differences in output between the two 
countries, as a result, inversely correlated with foreign 
investment. Dundos (1979) has investigated the decision 
making relationship between U.S. manufacturing companies and 
their subsidiaries in Canada. The research model was based 
upon Wrigley's work on diversification and divisional 
autonomy, and extends his concepts to international 
operations. 
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Note that the literature reviewed (including Ph.D 
dissertations in the last two decades), did not exhibit any 
cross-cultural comparative management studies addressing 
uniquely the Canadian-American case. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Origins and Development o£ Hypotheses 
Based on the Management Control Center survey’s findings 
summarized in Table 1, this study explores some of the 
reasons that may account for the variation in perceptions 
between Canadian and U.S. top management. This will be done 
from a Canadian perspective and therefore the hypotheses will 
be developed and tested on a Canadian population only. 
The foundations of this study are management role and 
cross-cultural comparative management theories. The theories 
upon which the theorems were developed have been described in 
the literature review chapter. The literature was reviewed 
in an attempt to come up with specific measures that would 
account for some of the reasons behind the divergence of 
CEOs' perceptions in Canada and the United States. 
The following theorems are proposed as a basis for the 
development of the hypotheses of this study: 
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Theorem #1: Canadian CEOs perceive the differences between 
their role responsibilities and those of U.S., 
CEOs to be a function of different 
environmental characteristics existing in 
Canada and the U.S.A. 
Theorem #2: Canadian CEOs perceive the differences between 
their role responsibilities and those of U.S. 
CEOs to be a function of different organizational 
characteristics of corporations in Canada and the 
U.S.A. 
Theorem #3: Canadian CEOs perceive the differences between 
their role responsibilities and those of U.S. 
CEOs to be a function of different individual 
characteristics of CEOs operating in Canada and 
the U.S.A 
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Operational Definitions 
In this study "environmental characteristics", 
"organizational characteristics" and "individual 
characteristics" are defined as follows: 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS: the configuration of external 
qualities and influences to which an organization or an 
individual are responsive. These qualities are: industrial 
structure, GNP, fiscal policy, level and pace of 
industrialization, market size, level of research and 
development, level of inflation, fluctuation of interest 
rate, political structure, foreign policy, legal system, 
society*s views on managers, achievement and scientific 
methods, class consciousness, and the society's tradition, 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS: the configuration of 
internal qualities and influences to which an organization or 
an individual is responsive. These qualities are: size and 
structure of the organization, communication network, nature 
of ownership ( e.g, Canadian-owned, foreign subsidiary, 
cooperative, or crown corporations), the size and bargaining 
power of unions, and the number and magnitude of competitors, 
creditors, stockholders, and suppliers. 
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INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS: the configuration and 
distinctive qualities marking a person which denotes a 
particular behavior in an organization. These qualities are: 
age, national origin, level of education, religious values 
experience and training, role in the organization, ownership 
affiliation with the organization, management philosophy and 
value system. 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses have been generated from the 
three theorems and previous findings of the Management 
Control Center's studies of Canadian and U.S. CEOs (Table 1). 
Four key managerial areas that have shown significant 
differences in perceptions between Canadian and U.S. CEOs 
were chosen. These key managerial areas are: 
international operations 
mergers, acquisitions and divestitures 
profitability 
social responsibility 
These were chosen because they represent differing 
perceptions of Canadian and U.S. CEOs in at least one of the 
three dimensions: importance, adequacy of available 
information and time devoted to the specific organizational 
objective. Some of these variables also exhibit apparent 
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differences of CEOs1 perceptions on more than one dimension 
(Table 1). 
The following hypotheses are proposed: 
Hypothesis #1: Differences between Canadian and U.S. CEOs" 
perceptions of the importance of international operations are 
explained by Canadian CEOs to be a proportionally equal 
function of different environmental, organizational, and 
individual characteristics in Canada and the U.S.A. 
Hypothesis #2s Differences between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' 
perceptions of the importance of mergers, acquisitions and 
divestitures are explained by Canadian CEOs to be a 
proportionally equal function of different environmental, 
organizational and individual characteristics in Canada and 
the U.S.A. 
Hypothesis #3: Differences between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' 
perceptions of the adequacy of available information about 
profitability are explained by Canadian CEOs to be a 
proportionally equal function of different environmental, 
organizational, and individual characteristics in Canada and 
the U.S.A. 
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Hypothesis #4: Differences between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' 
perceptions of the time devoted to social responsibility are 
explained by Canadian CEOs to be a proportionally equal 
function of different environmental, organizational and 
individual characteristics in Canada and the U.S.A« 
97 
Plan of Study 
Hypotheses Testing 
The hypotheses will be tested on the same Canadian 
sampling population used in the Management Control Center's 
previous study. The data will be collected using two 
instruments: a mail questionnaire and semi-structured 
interviews of selected CEOs from the same population. 
The mail questionnaire, which investigates some of the 
reasons behind the divergence of CEOs' perceptions in Canada 
and U.S., reflects the three constructs (environmental 
characteristics, organizational characteristics, and 
individual characteristics) that are hypothesized to account 
for differences in management perceptions. These constructs 
have been discussed in the literature review chapter on 
cross-cultural comparative management and are summarized in 
Table 2. 
The questionnaire reflects the phenomenologist approach 
discussed in the literature review chapter. Respondents were 
asked to express their own feelings and thoughts "behind the 
actions of others" (Berger and Luckman, 1967). In other 
words, the Canadian CEOs were invited to express their own 
views on the reasons behind the divergence in perceptions of 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs. 
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The first task of the questionnaire asked the 
respondents to indicate on a 35-variable list the factors 
that might be responsible for the differences found between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs* perceptions* The 35-variable list 
consisted of factors from the environmental, organizational 
and individual constructs that were hypothesized to account 
for the variation between perceptions of Canadian and U.S. 
executives. Additional space was left at the end of the 35- 
variable list for the respondents to suggest additional 
factors that, in their opinion, may be responsible for the 
variation between executives* perceptions and were not 
included in the 35-variable list. 
The 35-variable list was applied to each of the four key 
managerial areas incorporated in the hypotheses; importance 
of international operations, importance of mergers, 
acquisitions and divestitures, availability of information 
about profitability, and attachment of different levels of 
time to social responsibility. 
The second task of the questionnaire invited the 
respondents to rate the extent of influence of each validated 
variable as an explanatory factor for variation in 
perceptions of Canadian and U.S. CEOs toward the four key 
managerial areas. 
99 
These opinions were measured on a five-point Likert type 
scale where (1) indicated "very little influence" and (5) 
"very great influence." 
Semi-Structured Interviews and Public Speeches 
A sample of Canadian top managers was drawn from the 
population of managers who returned the questionnaire and 
expressed their willingness to be interviewed and to discuss 
the subject matter further. In addition public speeches and 
media interviews of Canadian executives were recorded. 
The data collected were used for further analysis of 
similarities and differences between Canadian and U.S. CEOs* 
practices, as well as for explaining the findings of the 
questionnaire. 
The interviews were designed to elicit, through a set of 
predetermined general probe questions, opinions on a variety 
of issues relevant to the divergence in the perceptions of 
CEOs in Canada and the U.S.A. The interviews incorporate 
unstructured interviewing techniques that allow the answers 
to the questions to emerge from their social context, as well 
as from the interaction between the interviewer and the 
interviewees (Schwartz and Jacobs, 1979). 
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Through this informal process, the investigator becomes 
"sensitized" (Blumer, 1969, chapter 2) to which questions 
constitute relevant and meaningful issues to the respondent 
and others like him. 
Data collection and Processing 
Within the limitations of cost, time, manpower, and the 
nature of the subjects, the most appropriate data collection 
instrument was the mail questionnaire. This tool was also 
\ 
used in the Management Control Center*s previous studies of 
top management. A mailing list of the largest 600 Canadian 
corporations (obtained from the Financial Post of Toronto) 
was the sample frame for this study. 
The 600 corporations represented three groups according 
to their principal business activities: industrial, service, 
and financial. In addition, the corporations were classified 
by their type of ownership: Canadian owned, foreign 
subsidiary (if over 50% of the shares were owned by foreign 
stockholders), crown corporations and cooperatives. 
The questionnaire was pre-tested on a group of Canadian 
CEOs to determine its reliability and validity. The revised 
questionnaire and a letter explaining the aim of the study 
were sent to the Canadian presidents on September 4, 1985. A 
follow-up letter was sent on October 1, 1985 to those 
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executives who did not mail the completed questionnaire. 
By November 20, 1985, 90 questionnaires were received to 
give a response rate of 15%. Note that this response rate 
represents a proportion from the actual universe of CEOs of 
the largest 600 Canadian corporations. 
The average time between the first mailing and the 
response was 14 days. Fifteen managers reported additional 
variables not included in the questionnaire that in their 
opinion may account for the variation between perceptions of 
Canadian and U.S. executives. Of the 90 respondents, 83 
(92.2%) returned the questionnaires with their corporate 
letterhead or business card. The rest of the respondents 
mailed back the questionnaires anonymously. 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted during October 
1985. Executives of industrial, service and financial 
corporations who gave public speeches in trade and academic 
conferences were also recorded. Finally, interviews of 
Canadian executives in Canadian and U.S. media were also 
scanned. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
General Profile of the Respondents 
Although all 90 respondents shared similar positions 
- CEO or president - in their organizations, they came from 
organizations that emphasized different business areas: 
industrial, 48.2%; service, 26.5%; financial, 25.3%. Their 
ownership arrangements also differed: Canadian owned, 49.4%; 
foreign subsidiary, 36.1%; Canadian crown, 9.6%; and 
cooperatives, 4.8%. 
To check whether the sample population represents the 
sample frame of CEOs of large Canadian corporations, the 
proportional frequency distributions of actual and expected 
respondents were compared for two organizational 
characteristics: type of company in terms of principal 
business engagement, and type of ownership. Table 4 
summarizes these distributions. Chi-square statistics were 
calculated to test the null hypotheses that the two 
populations* proportions are equal. 
Since chi-square <9.210, we accept at the 0.01 level the 
hypothesis of equality of sample frame with sample population 
proportions with regard to type of company. Similarly, since 
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chi-square <11.345, we accept at the 0.01 level the 
hypothesis of equality of sample frame and sample population 
proportions with regard to type of ownership. In other words, 
type of company sample distribution agrees remarkably well 
with the sample frame, while type of ownership is 
over weighted by a few respondents in the "Canadian crown" 
category. 
Additional organizational data were obtained for each 
corporation that identified itself when it returned the 
questionnaire. The data were gathered from the 1985 Moodv1s 
International and the 1985 Blue Book of Canadian Business. 
The information obtained from the last available financial 
report (1984-1985) included total assets, revenue or sales, 
net profits, and number of employees. 
The total assets of the companies that participated in 
the study ranged from CDN$ 9 million to over CDN$ 70 billion. 
The median was CDN$ 446.003 million and the mean and standard 
deviation was CDN$ 3.000 billion and CDN$ 9.607 billion, 
respectively. Note the wide range of corporate assets of 
Canadian businesses. The variation in the total assets of 
large Canadian corporations is typical in the Canadian 
industrial structure which is characterized by a few large 
corporations connected through share ownership with numerous 
other smaller firms (Green, 1985, p.27). 
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The last revenue or sales reported ranged from CDN$ 
16.328 million to CDN$ 13.805 billion. The median was CDN$ 
482.013 million, the mean was CDN$ 982.220 million, and the 
standard deviation was CDN$ 1.922 billion. The last net 
profit reported by the corporations extended from CDN$ -3.298 
million (loss) to CDN$ 675.570 million, with a median of CDN$ 
13.225 million, and a mean and standard deviation of CDN$ 
54.608 million and CDN$ 1.204 billion, respectively. 
Finally, data obtained on the number of employees in 
each corporation ranged between 40 and 44,000, with a median 
of 2,000 employees and a mean and standard deviation of 4,902 
and 8,037 employees, respectively. 
Some of these organizational characteristics were 
recoded into groups and cross-tabulated along with "type of 
organization" and "type of ownership" variables. These are 
summarized in Table 5. Note that the table is presented to 
give the reader a general view of characteristics of the 
corporations. Since information was not complete on some of 
the corporations in the study, the table is presented in 
terms of percentages. 
In summary, the respondents of this study represent a 
large array of Canadian CEOs from firms in different 
industries and differing ownership arrangements, assets, 
revenues, net profits and number of employees. Consequently, 
the sample is assumed to reflect the general perceptions of 
CEOs of large Canadian corporations. 
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Table Ai 
Sample Frame versus Actual Responsesi Type of Company 
and Type of Ownership 
Type of Company: 
Industrial Service Financial Total 
Sample N 301 170 129 600 
Frame 
% 50.2 28.3 21.5 100.0 
Actual N 40 22 21 83 
Responses 
% 48.2 26.5 25.3 100.0 
chi-square = 0.638 N/S 
Type of Ownership: 
Sample 
Frame 
Canadian 
Owned 
N 368 
% 61.4 
Foreign 
Subsidiary 
191 
31.8 
Canadian 
Crown 
27 
4.5 
Coopera¬ 
tives 
14 
2.3 
Total 
600 
100. 
Actual N 41 30 8 4 83 
Responses 
% 49.4 36.1 9.6 4.8 100.1 
chi-square = 8.575 P > 0.01 
The frequency distributions are based on 83 corporations that 
identified themselves in the returned questionnaires. 
Calculations of chi-square statistics are based on expected 
total frequencies of the sample frame (N = 83). 
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Hypotheses Testing 
The data were analyzed on two levels: macro and micro, 
in the macro level, the thirty-five variables hypothesized to 
account for variation in perceptions between Canadian and 
U.S. CEOs, were grouped into three constructs: variables 1 to 
16 were clustered into the "environmental characteristics" 
construct; variables 17 to 25 were clustered into the 
"organizational characteristics" construct; and variables 26 
to 35 were clustered into the "individual characteristics" 
construct. On this macro level, the unit of analysis was the 
construct, which was calculated from the additive valid 
responses of its appropriate variables. Since each of the 
four managerial key areas studied contained three constructs, 
all together there were twelve constructs. 
Prior to the three-construct analysis, it would be 
useful to measure the degree of communality or uniqueness of 
some set of new composite independent variables from the 
original 35-variable list. 
Principal factor analysis using squared multiple 
correlations as communality estimates and Varimax rotation 
were administered on each of the four 35-variable correlation 
matrices representing the key managerial areas. The rotated 
solutions yielded 5 or 6 factors, where the first three of 
which explained variation between 77-86%. 
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A second factor analysis procedure limited the number of 
yielded factors to three. The rotated factor loadings for the 
four key managerial areas are exhibited in Appendix B. The 
three factors* loadings essentially reflect our three 
constructs across all four key managerial areas. 
In the first key managerial area, importance of 
international operations, the first factor tends to load high 
on "individual characteristics" variables, while the second 
factor is loaded heavily on "environmental characteristics." 
The third factor, though loaded with some "environmental 
characteristics" variables, may represent the "organizational 
characteristics" construct. Similar loadings can be seen in 
the other three key managerial areas, though not in the same 
order. 
Thus, the factor analysis procedure enables us to see 
that our respondents conceptualize variation in perceptions 
at the construct level. 
At the micro level of analysis each of the 35 variables 
that may be responsible for variation in perception between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs was treated individually. Frequency 
distributions were obtained for each variable in terms of its 
validity (whether each respondent perceived a variable to be 
a valid explanatory factor), as well as its relative weight 
(in terms of its perceived influence on a 1 to 5 interval 
scale.) 
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In addition, comparisons were made between different 
types of companies, ownership structure and organization size 
with regard to the perceived influence of selected individual 
factors that appear to stand out as explanatory variables for 
the variation found between the role responsibilities of 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs. 
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Environmental, Organizational and Individual Characteristics: 
Their relative proportion as explanatory constructs. 
In order to test the hypotheses, a new variable was 
created to capture the number of occurrences of valid 
variables perceived by Canadian managers to account for 
variation in perceptions between Canadian and U.S. CEOs. The 
new variable counted the number of times that each respondent 
validated some of the 35 variables that were hypothesized to 
account for variation in perception. I call this variable 
Total Managerial-Area Score (TMAS). The Total Managerial-Area 
Score for each respondent could range between 0 (if no 
variable was validated) and 35 (if all variables were 
validated). 
In addition, indices were created for each of the three 
constructs. These indices counted the number of occurrences of 
validated variables in the 1-16, 17-25, and 26-35 variables 
representing the environmental, organizational and individual 
characteristics* constructs, respectively. 
Finally, each index was divided by the Total Managerial- 
Area Score to produce the proportion of validated variables 
reported by each respondent ( P[Env], P[Org], P[Ind] ). 
These procedures were administered for each of the four 
key managerial areas that Canadian and U.S. CEOs appear to 
have different perceptions: international operations, 
mergers, acquisitions and divestitures, profitability, and 
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social responsibility. It is important to underline the 
assumption that all 35 variables are equally hypothesized to 
explain the variation between Canadian and U.S. CEOs* 
perceptions. 
The following equations summarize these transformations. 
In addition. Table 6 illustrates an example of the 
calculations using data received from respondent #5. 
(1) TMAS = Validated responses (VI + V2 + V3 +.+ V35) 
(2) Index[Env] = Validated (VI + V2 + V3 +.+ V16) 
Index[Org] = Validated (V17 + V18 + V19 +.+ V25) 
Index[Ind] = Validated (V26 + V27 + V28.+ V35) 
(3) P[Env] = Index[Env]/TMAS 
P[Org] = Index[Org]/TMAS 
P [ Ind] = Index[Org]/TMAS 
Each individuals proportion of validated variables were 
plotted on triangular graph paper which provides a three- 
dimension presentation of the relative proportion of 
validated variables in each of the three constructs. Figures 
2-5 show these proportions in each of the four key managerial 
areas. 
Finally, the grand means (GMP) of the proportion of 
validated variables reported by all 90 respondents were 
calculated for each of the four key managerial areas. The 
grand means are summarized in Table 7 and Figure 6. 
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Table 6S 
Environmental, Organizational and Individual Characteristics: 
Their relative proportion as explanatory constructs: 
(Example from Respondent #5) 
Key oanagerial area Index (Env) Index (Org) Index (ind) TMAS 
International 
operations 
6 
P(Env) » 0.600 
3 
P(0rg) = 0.300 
1 
P(lnd) = 0.100 10 
Mergers, acquisitions 
and divestitures 
Profitability 
Social Responsibility 
3 
P(Env) =0.375 
7 
P(Env) =0.500 
6 
P(Env) = 0.429 
3 
P(0rg) =0.375 
4 
P(0rg) = 0.286 
2 
P(0rg) = 0.143 
2 
P(lnd) = 0.250 
3 
P(lnd) = 0.214 
6 
P(Ind) = 0.429 
8 
14 
14 
Keyt 
TMAS Total Managerial Area Score 
114 
ri^ure 2: 
Importance of International Operations: 
Proportion of Validated. Variables for Each Respondent 
Vs 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Figure 3: 
Importance of Mergers Acquisitions and Divestitures* 
Proportion of Validated Variables for Each Respondent 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Figure 4* 
Adequacy of Available Information about Profitability 
Proportion of Validated Variables for Each Respondent 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Figure 
Devotion of Time to Social Responsibility; 
Proportion of Validated Variables for Each Respondent 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Table J± 
Average Proportion q£ Validated Variables Reported by 
All Respondents. 
GMP T Env1 
Importance of 
international 0.479 
operations 
Importance of 
mergers, acquis- 0.430 
itions and 
divestitures 
Adequacy of 
available infor- 0.419 
mation about 
profitability 
Devotion of time 
to social 0.453 
responsibility 
GMP TOrq1 
0.311 
0.367 
0.367 
GMPfind! 
0.210 
0.203 
0.214 
0.251 0.296 
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Figure 6: 
Average Proportion of Validated Constructs 
in all Four Key Managerial Areas 
35 
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The next step would be to examine whether the three 
constructs are perceived by Canadian CEOs to account 
proportionally equal to the variations found between Canadian 
and U.S. CEOs as to the specific key managerial area. Since 
each construct contained a different number of variables, 
though equally assumed to account for the variation, we would 
expect that the proportional distributions of validated 
variables in the "environmental characteristics," 
"organizational characteristics," and "individual 
characteristics" constructs would be 16/35, 9/35, and 10/35, 
respectively, in each of the four key managerial areas. 
Prom Figures 2 to 5, it could be concluded that the 
highest proportion of validated variables that explain 
divergence in perceptions between Canadian and U.S. CEOs as 
the importance of international operations is scattered 
around the environmental construct, followed by the 
organizational and individual constructs. 
Similarly, the highest proportion of validated variables 
that explain divergence in perceptions of Canadian and U.S. 
CEOs as to the importance of mergers, acquisitions, 
and divestitures is concentrated around the environmental 
construct, followed by the organizational and individual 
constructs. 
The highest proportion of validated variables that 
explain divergence in perceptions about the availability of 
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information about profitability is concentrated around the 
environmental construct, followed by organizational and 
individual constructs. 
Finally, the highest proportion of validated variables 
that explain divergence in perceptions regarding devotion of 
time to social responsibility is concentrated around the 
environmental construct, followed by individual and 
organizational constructs. 
Chi-square statistics were computed to test the null 
hypotheses that the three constructs account for the 
variation in perception between Canadian and U.S. CEOs 
proportionally equal. The total frequencies of expected and 
observed validated variables are summarized in Table 8. 
The calculations call for the rejection of the first three 
hypotheses. That is, Canadian CEOs are unlikely to 
distribute proportionally equal validity to the three 
constructs explaining variations in perceptions in the 
following key managerial areas: international operations, 
mergers, acquisitions and divestitures, and profitability. 
Looking at the observed and expected validity 
distributions in Table 8, we can see that there are 
discrepancies in the three-construct frequency distributions 
of the first three key managerial areas: With regard to 
"international operations," the "organizational 
characteristics" construct has been over-validated while the 
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"individual characteristics" construct has been under¬ 
validated. Similar situations can be found with regard to 
"mergers, acquisitions and divestitures" and "profitability." 
However, the validation of the "environmental 
characteristics" construct has been more or less as expected. 
Consequently, all contributions to the chi-square 
statistics are as a result of these over validation of 
"organizational characteristics" and under validation of 
"individual characteristics." 
Finally, looking at the last key managerial area, 
"social responsibility," reveals very little discrepancy 
between the observed and the expected frequency distributions 
of the three constructs. It should therefore be concluded 
that Canadian CEOs, conceptualizing at the construct level, 
attach proportional equal validity to the "environmental 
characteristics," "organizational characteristics," and 
"individual characteristics" constructs explaining variation 
in perceptions involving the devotion of time to social 
responsibility issues. 
Looking at Table 7 and Figure 6, we can see that the 
highest proportion of valid environmental variables was given 
when considering international operations (0.479), followed 
by social responsibility (0.453)* mergers, acquisitions and 
divestitures (0.430) and profitability (0.419). Note that in 
all four key managerial areas, Canadian CEOs perceived the 
123 
validity of "environmental characteristics" construct as 
expected. 
The highest proportion of valid organizational 
variables was given to mergers. acquisitions and divestitures 
and profitability (0.367)/ followed by international 
operations (0.311) and social responsibility (0.251). Note 
that with the exception of social responsibility, Canadian 
CEOs attributed higher than expected validity to "organizational 
characteristics." 
The highest proportion of valid individual variables was 
given to social responsibility (0.296), followed by 
profitability (0.214), international operations (0.210) and 
mergers, acquisitions and divestitures (0.203). Once again it 
is interesting to see that with the exception of social 
responsibility, our respondents under utilize the "individual 
characteristics" as an explanatory construct for the 
variation between Canadian and U.S. CEOs. 
We therefore conclude that Canadian CEOs perceive 
different organizational characteristics in Canada and the 
United States, to explain the variation in perception in 
three out of the four key managerial areas far more than 
expected. This is counter balanced by under utilization of 
the "individual characteristics" construct. 
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Table 3s 
I 
Expected versus Observed Total Validated Scores 
in Each Construct by Key Managerial Area 
Key managerial Environmental Organizational Individual Total 
area characteristics characteristics characteristics 
Figures In parentheses represent proportion of validated scores 
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It is now appropriate to examine the three constructs in 
light of the magnitude given to each validated variable; that 
is, to take into consideration the "extent of influence" of 
each valid variable. 
The total "extent of influence" value given to each 
construct was added for each individual. Since the "extent 
of influence" scale ranged from 1 to 5, the "environmental 
characteristics" construct consisting of 16 variables could 
receive values from 0 (if none of the 16 variables were 
validated) to 80 (if all 16 variables were validated and all 
given an "extent of influence" value score of 5). Similarly, 
the total value of "organizational characteristics" construct 
could range from 0 to 45 (9 variables), and "individual 
characteristics" from 0 to 50 (10 variables). 
For each of the four key managerial areas, the total 
"extent of influence" value was calculated from the additive 
sum of the three constructs* "extent of influence" total 
value. Finally, the relative proportion of each constructs 
"extent of influence" value was calculated by dividing the 
total value of the construct by the total value of the 
"extent of influence" given to the key managerial area. 
These procedures enable us to examine the relative 
weight in terms of the "extent of influence" value given by 
every individual to each of the three constructs 
corresponding to the four key managerial areas. 
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The following example explains these computations: Let 
us assume that a respondent gave a total value of 33 points 
to the key managerial area, "importance of international 
operations." The respondent distributed these value points 
as follow: 9 points to "environmental characteristics" 
variables, 15 points to "organizational characteristics" 
variables, and, again, 9 points to "individual 
characteristics" variables. The relative proportion of 
"extent of influence" value assigned by the respondent are 
0.273, 0.455, and 0.273, respectively. Clearly, our 
respondent attached the highest proportion of "extent of 
influence" to the "organizational characteristics" construct. 
The relative proportion scores with regard to the 
"extent of influence" of each construct were plotted on 
triangular graph paper and are exhibited in Appendix C. 
It appears that the plots represent a similar situation 
illustrated in Figures 2-5. It is therefore clear that the 
respondents' opportunity to assign the "extent of 
influence" value on a 1 to 5 scale did not provide us with 
new information. Since the respondents did not take advantage 
of weighing their validated variables, the variation between 
Figure 2-5 and Appendix C is minimal. 
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Individual Factors Validity as Explanatory Variables 
This section will examine the perceived validity of the 
35-factor lists as explanatory variables for divergence in 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs' perceptions of their role 
responsibilities. 
Tables 9-12 summarize the perceptions of Canadian 
managers involving the validity of each factor. In each 
construct, the factors are listed in descending order where 
the most valid factor (in terms of total valid scores given 
by Canadian executives) is at the top of the list and the 
least valid factor is at the bottom. The "percentage of 
cases" column represents the proportion of respondents that 
perceived a particular factor to be valid as an explanatory 
variable for perceptual differences found between Canadian 
and U.S. CEOS. Note that the "percentage of cases" column 
adds up to more than 100% due to multiple responses. 
Tables 9-12 confirm the three major theorems stating 
that Canadian CEOs perceive the difference between their role 
responsibilities and those of U.S CEOs to be a function of 
different environmental, organizational and individual 
characteristics, operationally defined by the 35-variable 
list. Indeed, though given different proportions of 
validity, each of the 35 factors in all four managerial areas 
was found to be valid. 
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Furthermore, it appears that there are a few significant 
variables that stand out as explanatory factors. These 
variables, summarized in Table 13, were perceived by over 50% 
of the respondents to be explanatory factors for divergence 
in perception between Canadian and U.S. CEOs. The discussion 
and evaluation of the individual factors* validity will be 
limited to following "most valid" factors: market size, 
industrial structure, society*s tradition, political 
structure, society*s view of managers (environmental 
characteristics), nature of ownership, size of the 
organization, number and magnitude of competitors and 
organization structure (organizational characteristics), and 
management philosophy of CEO and value system of CEO 
(individual characteristics). 
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Table 9» 
Factors that Are Perceived by Canadian CEOs to e Responsible for the 
Differences Found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs Perceptions 
on the Importance of International Operations 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Market Size 
Industrial Structure 
Foreign Policy 
Level and Pace of Industrialization 
Political Structure 
Level of Research and Development 
Flexibility of Law 
Fiscal Policy 
Gross National Product 
Fluctuation of Interest Rate 
Society's Tradition 
Society's View of Achievement 
Level of Inflation 
Society's View of Managers 
Society's View of Scientific Methods 
Society's Class Consciousness 
Total Responses 
Number of % of % of 
valid responses responses cases 
76 16.1 87.4 
60 12.7 69.0 
40 8.5 46.0 
38 8.1 43.7 
33 7.0 37o9 
32 6.8 36.8 
31 6.6 35.6 
30 6.4 34.5 
24 5.1 27.6 
23 4.9 26.4 
22 4.7 25.3 
16 3.^ 18.4 
14 3.0 16.1 
12 2.5 13.8 
11 2.3 12.6 
10 2.1 U.5 
472 100.0 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Nature of Ownership(Canadian Versus Foreign) 73 23.9 84.9 
Size of the Organization 55 18.0 64.0 
Number and Magnitude of Competitors 42 13.7 48.8 
Nature of Ownership (Co-op Versus Crown) 35 11.4 40.7 
Structure of the Organization 27 8.8 31.4 
Size and Bargaining Power of Unions 24 7.8 27.9 
Number and Availability of Creditors 17 5.6 19.8 
Number and Influence of Stockholders 17 5.6 19.8 
Number and Strength of Suppliers 16 18.6 
Total Responses 306 100.0 
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Management Philosphy of CEO 
National Origin of CEO 
Experience of CEO (Length ) 
Extent of Management Training of CEO 
CEO's Ownership Versus Professional Management 
Value System of CEO 
Level of Education of CEO 
Type of Education of CEO (Public versus Private) 
Age of CEO 
Religious Affiliation of CEO 
Total Responses 
40 19.3 71.4 
27 13.0 48.2 
26 12.6 46.4 
24 11.6 42.9 
22 10.6 39.3 
21 10.1 37.5 
17 8.2 30.4 
12 5.8 21.4 
11 5.3 19.6 
—hJ± 12.5 
207 100.0 
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Table 10* 
Factors that Are Perceived by Canadian CEOs to Be Responsible for the 
Differences between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' Perceptions 
on the Importance of Mergers, Acquistions and Divestitures 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Market Size 
Industrial Structure 
Flexibility of Law 
Level and Pace of Industrialization 
Fiscal Policy 
Political Structure 
Level of Research and Development 
Foreign Policy 
Society's Tradition 
Fluctuation of Interest Rate 
Gross National Product 
Society's View of Achievement 
Society's View of Managers 
Level of Inflation 
Society's Class Consciousness 
Society's View of Scientific Methods 
Total Responses 
Number of % of % of 
Valid responses responses cases 
60 14.9 72.3 
50 • 12.4 60.2 
41 10.2 49.4 
35 8.7 42.2 
28 7.0 33.7 
27 6.7 32.5 
24 6.0 28.9 
23 5.7 27.7 
20 5.0 24.1 
18 4.5 21.7 
17 4.2 20.5 
16 4.0 19.3 
14 3.5 16.9 
11 2.7 13.3 
10 2.5 12.0 
8 2.0 9.6 
402 100.0 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Nature of Ownership (Canadian Versus Foreign) 60 17.5 71.4 
Size of the Organization 58 16.9 69.0 
Number and Magnitude of Competitors 56 16.3 66.7 
Structure of the Organization 45 13.1 53.6 
Nature of Ownership (Co-op Versus Crown) 39 11.4 46.4 
Number and Influence of Stockholders 31 9.0 36.9 
Size and Bargaining Power of Unions 21 6.1 25.0 
Number and Availability of Creditors 21 6.1 25.0 
Number and Strength of Suppliers 12 £ 14.3 
Total Responses 343 100.0 
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Managment Philosophy of CEO 
Experience of CEO (Length) 
CEO's Ownership Versus Professional Management 
Extent of Management Training of CEO 
Value System of CEO 
Age of CEO 
National Origin of CEO 
Level of Education of CEO 
Type of Education of CEO (Public Versus Private) 
Religious Affiliation of CEO 
190 100.0 
44 23.2 81.5 
25 13.2 46.3 
24 12.6 414..4 
20 10.5 37.0 
18 9.5 33.3 
14 7.4 25.9 
14 7.4 25.9 
13 6.8 24.1 
10 5.3 18.5 
8 4.2 14.8 
Total Responses 
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Table 11: 
Factors that Are Perceived by Canadian CEO to Be Responsible for the 
Differences Found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' Perceptions 
on the Availability of Information about Profitability 
Number of % of 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS ya.11 h responses responses 
Market Size 43 13.4 
Industrial Structure 31 9.7 
Fiscal Policy 28 8.8 
Flexibility of Law 25 7.8 
Level and Face of Industrialization 22 6.9 
Level of Research and Development 21 6.6 
Society's Tradition 21 6.6 
Political Structure 21 6.6 
Fluctuation of Interest Rate 20 6.3 
Society's View of Achievement 19 5.9 
Level of Inflation 15 4.7 
Society's View of Managers 15 4.7 
Foreign Policy 
Society's Class Consciousness 
11 3.4 
10 3.1 
Gross National Product 10 3.1 
Society's View of Scientific Methods 8 __2*I 
Total Responses 320 100.00 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Nature of Ownership(Canadian Versus Foreign ) 55 19.6 
Size of the Organization 39 13.9 
Number and Magnitude of Competitors 39 13.9 
Nature of Ownership(Co-op Versus Crown) 34 12.1 
Structure of the Organization 31 11.1 
Size and Bargaining Power of Unions 28 10.0 
Number and Influence of Stockholders 26 9.3 
Number and Strength of Suppliers 15 5.4 
Number and Availability of Creditors 4.6 
Total Responses 280 100.0 
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Management Philosophy of CEO 35 21.5 
Experience of CEO(Length) 22 13.5 
Value System of CEO 22 13.5 
CEO's Ownership Versus Professional Management 21 12.9 
Extent of Management Training of CEO 20 12.3 
Level of Education of CEO 15 9.2 
Age of CEO 9 5.5 
National Origin of CEO 8 4.9 
Type of Education of CEO Public Versus Private 6 3.7 
Religious Affiliation of CEO 5 
Total Responses 163 100.0 
% of 
cases 
16.0 
12.0 
10.0 
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Table 12 s 
Factors that Are Perceived by Canadian CEOs to be Responsible for the 
Differences Found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' Perceptions 
on Devotion of Hme to Social Responsibility 
Number of % of 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS valid responses responses 
Society's Tradition 59 14.6 
Political Structure 51 12.7 
Society's View of Managers 
Society's View of Achievement 
ua 11.9 
39 9.7 
Society's Class Consciousness 32 7.9 
Flexibility of Law 26 6.5 
Industrial Structure 25 6.2 
Foreign Policy 21 5.2 
Society's View of Scientific Methods it 4.7 Market Size 4.5 
Level and Pace of Industrialization 17 4.2 
Fiscal Policy 12 3.0 
Level of Research and Development 11 2.7 
Fluctuation of Interest Rate 11 2.7 
Gross National Product 7 1.7 
Level of Inflation z 1.7 
Total Responses 403 100.00 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Nature of Ownership(Canadlan Versus Foreign) 45 20.1 
Size of the Organization 39 17.4 
Nature of Ownership (Co-op Versus Crown) 36 16.1 
Number and Influence of Stockholders 30 13.4 
Size and Bargaining Power of Unions 20 3.9 
Structure of the Organization 19 3.5 
Number and Magnitude of Competitors 17 7.6 
Number and Strength of Suppliers 10 4.5 
Number and Availability of Creditors 8 
Total Responses 224 100.00 
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Management Philosophy of CEO 
Value System of CEO 
CEO's Ownership Versus Professional Management 
Experience of CEO(Length) 
National Origin of CEO 
Level of Education of CEO 
Religious Affiliation of CEO 
Extent of Management Training of CEO 
Type of Education of CEO Public Versus Private 
Age of CEO 
263 100.0 
55 20.9 
52 19.8 
27 10.3 
23 8.7 
23 8.7 
21 8.0 
18 6.8 
17 6.5 
14 5.3 
% of 
cases 
71.1 
61.4 
57.8 
47.0 
38.6 
31.3 
30.1 
25.3 
22.9 
21.7 
20.5 
14.5 
13.3 
13.3 
8.4 
8.4 
61.6 
53.4 
49.3 
41.1 
27.4 
26.0 
23.3 
13.7 
11.0 
76.4 
72.2 
37.5 
31.9 
31.9 
29.2 
25.0 
23.6 
19.4 
18.1 
Total Responses 
133 
Individual 
Characteristics 
e 
(9 
m 
*< 
m 
ph 
(D 
3 
O 
•3 
a 
31 
O 
O 3 
«» P 
a p 
3J W 
O <9 
3 
(9 
O 
<B 
O 
3 
y 
«< 
•p- 
00 
H-» 
• 
3 
o 
-vj 
PO 
1NJ 
■Vl 
Qrganizatlonal 
Characteristics 
co 
c* 
3 
n 
S' 
3 
o 
*•» 
o HI 
5 
o 
3 
o z 
M, C 
3 I 
•8 M 
(9 P 
►* 3. 
S' 
HI 
a 
& 
pH 
C 
a. 
a 
Not a\ 
a\ 
IN3 
ca 
H» 
N 
(9 
O 
M> 
3 
<9 
O 
« 
P 
& 
P 
PH 
H» 
o 
3 
(V 
< se 
® p 
H| pH 
a c 
§ a 
O O 
P M, 
S.3 
p i 
3 3 
^ a 
3" 
? 
09 
3 
00 
•P- 
0 
nQ 
On 
>>0 
'O 
V^J 
a 
U» 
Vjl on 
Environmental 
Character!stlcs 
ca 
o 
a 
HH 
a 
«< 
IS 
(9 
< 
O 
H* 
3 
P 
3 
O 
•3 
O 
o 
p 
a 
PH 
3 
o 
S' 
3 
ca 
o 
o 
H“ 
® 
<sr 
m 
® 
c* 
I 
o 
3 
vjv 
00 
I & 
as a> 
c* c* 
H - 
P H» 
H-* N 
® 
a 
pH 
3 
o 
S' 
3 
on 
NO 
00 
"0 
3 
o 
N 
-0 
PJ 
w 
(Tv 
P0 
e 
v*o 
ON -v3 
H-* H- 
0 0 
P- H- 
<s 
p 
3 
P 
o 
PH 
o 
HI 
O H-l 
•3 3 3 ® pH 3 
H| ® O 
P H H| 
£ 5 S' 
O pH 3 
3 O 
ffl O « 
P 
P 3 H-l 
3 « 3 
ft. 3 *3 
09 O 
P. ® 3 
73? 
S’ 3 
PH P « 
HH Ci P-P O 
c e ^ 
3 H» 
® a 
ra ph 
l-H 
o 
3 
o 
>3 H» > 
3 2,5 
HU O HH 
HH 3 M 
pH 3 P 
P P o' ff (*H H4, ►— HH 
H-> O M> 
H» 3 pH 
•S' p ^ 
S' 2, 
C 
ts 
x 
•3 
H-* 
P 
t— 
3 
HH 
<s 
■< 
s 
o 
3 
■8 
a 
3 
pH 
H» 
o 
3 
pH 
S’ 
i 
® 
a 
p 
pr 
® 
<< 
P 
3 
® 
P 
PH O 
O ® 
P 
O' H-* 
< 
o 
*< H» 
3 
® 
H 
T 
® 
CD 
pH 
sp H* HH 
5? O' 
3 ? 
a “ 
§ > 
ffl 
*1 
§3 
p 
I, 
a.® 
.c2» 
_® 
® 3 
2p 
Is? 
2*3 
n M H-ai 
&§ 
sf 
*<3 
p cr 
® 
n 
o 
3 
H 
P 
P 
® 
134 
Market Size 
Market size appears to be the most valid "environmental 
characteristic" factor perceived by Canadian CEOs to account 
for the variation between Canadian and U.S. CEOs in the 
following key managerial areas: importance of international 
operations, importance of mergers, acquisitions and 
divestitures, and availability of information about 
profitability. 
With Canada's population of approximately 25 million, 
the Canadian consumption of most goods is about one third to 
one half the levels of the leading European nations and less 
than one tenth than the United States. In 1984, the Canadian 
monthly wholesale domestic trade averaged at CDN$ 7,884 
million (US$ 6,064 million) and retail domestic trade 
averaged CDN$ 9,673 million (US$ 7,440 million). These 
figures are less than one-tenth of the 1984 U.S. monthly 
domestic trade of wholesale and retail sales averaging at US$ 
112.01 billion and US$ 108.08 billion, respectively. (OECD, 
main economic indicators, 1985). 
Table 14 summarizes the populations, total retail sales 
and effective buying income of Canada and the United States. 
Clearly, the 1:10 population ratio is evident in total retail 
sales and effective buying income. Note that the effective 
buying income per capita or household is higher in Canada 
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than the United States. 
Canadian domestic trade is characterized by continuous 
changes: During the past few years, the volume of business 
transacted by franchised operations has increased rapidly, 
especially within the food-service industry. The growth of 
regional shopping centers has decreased in recent years due 
to difficulty in securing suitable sites and to the high cost 
of land and construction. However, there has been a growing 
movement in construction of shopping malls in central 
business districts of many major metropolitan areas (Canada 
Handbook, 1985). Although the commodity mix and services 
offered by retailers are expanding in a variety of 
directions, Canada still has to find additional markets to 
sell its products. 
Furthermore, Canada controls an area, which is larger 
than the United States, but much less hospitable to human 
habitation in terms of climate and resources. Her 
geographical extent and weaker population base have induced 
direct government intervention in the economy to provide 
various services to which sufficient private capital and 
investment have not been available. The spread of the 
Canadian population over a huge area also suggests that 
transportation costs would constrain the number of firms 
servicing a particular customer. 
Table 14: 
Population, Retail Sales and Effective Buying Income: 
Canada and the United States - 1984 
Population 
Households (f000) 
Total Retail Sales (US$ *000) 
Per Household Retail Sales (US$) 
Effective Buying Incone (US$) 
Effective Buying Incose 
per Capita (US$) 
Average Household Effective 
Buying Incose (US$) 
Panarfa United States 
25,263.0 238,274.7 
9,177.0 86,926.6 
123.707,320 1,296,659,715 
13,480 14,917 
288,234,351 2,576,533,480 
11,409 10,813 
31,408 29,640 
Sources 1985 Survey of Buying Power, Sales and Marketing Management, 
July 1985. 
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Due to these limitations of the Canadian market, it 
i 
seems that the larger U.S. markets are attractive to Canadian 
businessmen. U.S. banking, utilities, beer, real estate, 
farming, and other areas have been recently targeted to 
spread Canadian business influence to its southern neighbor. 
In a recent conference focusing on the Canadian-U.S. New 
Trade Pact negotiations, an Ontario entrepreneur commented on 
the difference in market size between Canada and the United 
States: 
...We are small... there are three companies 
in the United States that can produce all 
the Canadian market... the Americans don't 
have problems: An increase of 10% in 
production will meet the total Canadian 
market... 
Another president of a family-owned manufacturing 
business viewed the larger U.S. market as a challenge: 
...U.S.A. is our largest customer of all 
28 countries to which we export our 
products...It's a challenge to go to a 
(big) place where they don't know who you 
are. There are opportunities in the U.S: 
big market, similar philosophies, good 
quality and fast service... 
The size and diversity of internal markets provide 
insulation from disruptive changes abroad and hence a much 
higher degree of economic security. It appears that 
differences in perceptions between Canadian and U.S. CEOs 
over the importance of international operations may indeed be 
attributed to the different market size of the two countries. 
In 1983, Canadian exports amounted to 27.8% of the Gross 
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Domestic Product compared with 10.1% for the U.S. (Canada 
Today, 1985). 
A recent study of the profile of Canadian exporters 
(Crookell and Graham, 1979) revealed that an overwhelming 
majority of the respondents claimed to be actively searching 
for new opportunities abroad. This response was explained by 
the financial attractiveness of foreign markets and the 
depressed state of the Canadian domestic markets. When 
Canadian exporters were asked to identify foreign potential 
markets, the United States was ranked first by more than half 
of the respondents as the market with the greatest potential 
for their products. Western Europe, South America, and Asia 
were next in preference (Crookell and Graham, 1979). 
Market size is also perceived by Canadian CEOs as an 
explanatory variable for variation in perception between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs on the importance of mergers, 
acquisitions and divestitures. Mercers and Acquisitions 
magazine (Feb 5, 1985) reported that in 1980, 1981 and 1982 
there were 1,574, 2,326 and 2,295 mergers and acquisitions 
deals, respectively, in the United States. For the same 
period, the Canadian Bureau of Competition reported 404, 385 
and 445 acquiring firms respectively. (Green, 1985, p.84) 
Although the relative size of Canadian and U.S. firms 
differ (Table 17) ,Canada's small domestic market and the 
possibilities of achieving scale economies via merger. 
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suggest that they may be potential benefits to offset the 
costs of reduced competition due to merger. However, the 
number of transactions is much smaller than in the United 
States. Market size and its impact on competition may 
explain some of the variations in Canadian and U.S. CEOs* 
perceptions involving the importance of mergers, acquisitions 
and divestitures. As for the availability of information 
about profitability, it is suggested that the volume of 
profit margins may be correlated with market size, and as a 
result, more U.S. corporations invest in research and 
development in sophisticated management information systems. 
Industrial Structure 
Industrial structure appears to be another valid factor 
perceived by Canadian CEOs to account for variation in 
perceptions in the three key managerial areas: international 
operations, mergers, acquisitions and divestitures, and 
availability of information about profitability. 
There are several hundred thousand firms in Canada and 
over 30,000 alone in the manufacturing sector. However, firm 
sizes vary tremendously, with a relatively few large firms 
accounting for a substantial share of total assets or sales. 
For example, in 1980, the 25 largest non-financial enterprises 
(including for government-owned corporations such as Hydro 
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Quebec and Ontario Hydro) accounted for 30 percent of 
corporate assets; the largest 100 accounted for almost half 
of corporate assets (Green, 1985, p.20). 
Some well-known firms are actually engaged in different 
types of production activities. Canadian Pacific Limited, 
for example, is a conglomerate that operates one of the 
world's largest and most famous railways, CP Rail, and that 
owns another 13 firms. 
The existence of very large, often diversified firms in 
Canada was the subject of investigation by the Royal 
Commission on Corporate Concentration (Report of the Royal 
Commission on Corporate Concentration, 1978). The 
establishment of the Commission was prompted by the attempt 
of the Montreal-based Power Corporation to take over Toronto- 
based Argus Corporation in 1975. Power and Argus, and 
somewhat similar enterprises such as Genstar, differ from 
conglomerates such as CP Limited in that they are not known 
for the goods they produce. Rather these firms are "holding 
companies" engaged in the essentially financial role of 
holding securities in a wide variety of operating companies. 
Their influence on the decision making of the firms is 
exercised via representation on the boards of directors and 
executive committees of the operating firms, and is exerted 
mainly in financial matters. Power and Argus hold a 
majority of shares in numerous firms, many of which are 
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separately ranked among the largest 200 industrials in Canada 
(Green, 1985). 
Furthermore, note that many large Canadian firms are 
foreign-owned, mainly by a U.S. parent holding a majority, if 
not 100 percent, of the Canadian subsidiary's stock. 
Clearly, in foreign-controlled firms there is no separation 
of ownership from control, although the separation of 
ownership from control may apply to the parent firm. In a 
recent study, Antoniou (1983) investigated ownership patterns 
among the 247 largest Canadian-owned firms. In contrast to 
the U.S., the great majority of the largest Canadian-owned 
firms had a major owner who held a significant percentage of 
the firm's shares. In 92 cases (or 37 percent), the major 
owner held more than 50 percent of the firm's shares 
(Antoniou, 1983). 
Antoniou does not provide any explanation for the 
apparent difference between the largest U.S. firms and 
Canadian-owned firms in the degree to which shares are widely 
distributed and ownership dispersed. Undoubtedly, the 
smaller average size of Canada's largest firms compared with 
the largest U.S. firms accounts for some of the differences, 
but certainly not all. However, the study provides a glimpse 
of the interesting and intricate patterns of ownership and 
control among many of Canada's largest firms. By tracing 
ownership links among the 247 largest firms, Antoniou 
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identified twenty "shadow groups" comprising not only wholly 
owned and majority owned subsidiaries, but minority owned 
companies as well, 
A question that may arise is "to what extent is the 
Canadian economy dominated by a few large networks of firms 
exercising some sort of supercorporate control over the firms 
actually producing goods and services?." The answer appears 
to be that the Power-Argus type complexes, or even those 
represented by Canadian Pacific Limited and other "shadow 
groups", are still the exception rather than the rule, 
although they may be becoming more prevalent. Nevertheless, 
many, if not most, of the largest firms in Canada are 
connected through share ownership with numerous smaller 
firms. 
A study for the Royal Commission on Corporate 
Concentration found that the 361 largest firms in Canada had 
ownership ties with 4944 other firms (Berkowitz, Kotowitz, 
Waverman, 1977) . Moreover, shortly after the Royal 
Commission's report was issued, Canada experienced a wave of 
large mergers, in which ownership of a number of Canada’s 
leading firms, some initially foreign-owned, changed hands. 
One reason for expecting growth in conglomerate-type 
firms is that they not only reduce risks and the cost of 
capital through diversifying production activities, but 
create a quasi-financial market under one ultimate control 
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capable of moving funds quickly into whatever activity 
appears to be most profitable at the moment. However, 
whatever benefits are conveyed, there are political costs 
associated with concentrated wealth holdings, and economic 
consequences if independent enterprise business decisions 
give way to the movement of "chess pieces" by super corporate 
managers. 
With an industrial structure of concentrated wealth 
holdings, business decisions involving international 
operations, mergers and acquisitions and divestitures, and 
profitability are controlled by super corporate managers, 
whose decision making processes would not be influenced by 
shareholders and board members like their U.S. counterparts. 
It is therefore expected that CEOs' perceptions about these 
issues would vary between Canada and the United States. A 
Montreal executive commented on this issue: 
...We have in Canada a peculiar industrial 
structure...mainly due to concentration of 
power. There are ten families in Canada 
that own half the country. In the past the 
big ones snuff the little ones... 
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Political Structure 
i 
The different political histories of Canada and the 
United States have resulted in two different political 
structures. Following Britain*s 1763 victory over France in 
the Seven Years War, and after more than a century of direct 
rule by the British, Canada became a dominion by the British 
North America Act of 1867. The federal union of four 
provinces (Quebec, Ontario, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick) 
reached its present structure of ten provinces with the 
addition of Newfoundland in 1949. 
Under the 1867 act, executive authority was vested in 
the British Crown but was exercised by an appointed governor 
general. Legislative power was entrusted to a bicameral 
parliament consisting of a Senate and a House of Commons. 
The focus of government power is the elected House of 
Commons, where the leader of the majority party is 
automatically designated by the governor general to form a 
cabinet and thus become prime minister. The Senate, 
appointed by the governor general along both geographic and 
party lines, must also approve all legislation, but is 
largely limited to the exercise of a secondary, restraining 
influence. The political system is closely modeled on 
British precedents, and the country has been governed by 
alignments equivalent to today*s Liberal and Progressive 
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Conservative parties. 
Provincial governments operate along comparable 
structures. Each of the provinces has its own constitution, a 
lieutenant governor appointed by the governor general,and a 
legislative assembly whose principle leader is the provincial 
premier. 
On the other hand, the United States government based on 
the constitution of 1787, is composed of three coordinate 
branches: the executive, the legislative and the judicial. 
Federal executive power is vested in a president who serves 
for a four-year term. Legislative power is vested in the 
bicameral Congress: the Senate, which has two members from 
each state and the House of Representatives, elected by 
popular vote and has a membership based on each state*s 
population. The federal judiciary is headed by a nine-member 
Supreme Court and includes courts of appeal, district courts 
and various special courts all created by Congress. 
There are many similarities between the institutions of 
the federal government and those of the states. Each state 
government is made up of a popularly elected governor and 
legislature. 
The U.S. political structure, characterized by the 
Senate and House of Representatives, are the states* voices 
against the population dominance of the great centers and 
against the federal government itself. This system is quite 
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different from the Canadian Senate, where senators are 
appointed by the national government of the day, and where no 
checks, balances or authoritative independent voice for any 
region exist. 
The institutions adopted by the Canadian Constitution of 
1867 were not well-designed to cope with the divisions of a 
continent-wide federation. The Canadian system concentrates 
power in a prime minister and cabinet without the "checks and 
balances" of the congressional system. It requires a degree 
of party discipline that leaves little scope for regional 
flexibility and the public debate of regional interests that 
characterizes American parties. At the time of the 
confederation, the House of Commons was not intended to be a 
chamber for reflections of regional views, because it was the 
chamber in which governments could be defeated at any time. 
A more serious consequence of the operation of the 
Canadian federal government is that provincial premiers have 
moved into the vacuum created by the lack of a second chamber 
of regional representation. They have increasingly become 
the voices of local interests, not merely on matters under 
provincial jurisdiction, but on federal policies as well 
(Robertson, 1985). 
The underlying divisions of Canada, the problems 
inherent in some of its governmental institutions, and the 
increase of the role of government would undoubtedly have led 
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to some growth of difficulty and dispute. 
Colonized in part by the English and in part by French 
settlers, Canada retained a cultural and linguistic duality 
that constitutes one of its most serious internal problems. 
Of the more than six million French-speaking Canadians, 
approximately 80% are concentrated in the province of Quebec, 
where demands for political and economic equality or even for 
separation from the rest of Canada persist. A major step 
toward linguistic equality was taken in July 1969 with the 
enactment of an official-languages bill providing for 
bilingual districts throughout the country. Despite this 
concession, Quebec established French as its sole official 
language in 1977. 
Quebec is a permanent built-in force for provincial 
rights in Canada that undoubtedly imposes limits on the 
degree to which unifying forces can be expressed in federal 
power. Quebec’s resentment over the use of federal power to 
impose policies and priorities in provincial jurisdiction was 
shared in varying degrees by other provinces. This, coupled 
with Canada’s deep regional divisions, have resulted in 
greater provincial power, paradoxical since the 
Constitutional design of 1867 was strongly influenced by the 
desire to avoid provincial power. 
In a recent work comparing Canadian and U.S. federalism, 
Robertson (1985) regarded the greater power of the Canadian 
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provinces as a major difference between the current Canadian 
and D.S. federal systems. Federal-provincial conferences in 
Canada have no parallel in the United States. The emerging 
power of the Canadian provinces has resulted in the federal 
policy of "equalization" which provides money to provincial 
governments to deliver essential public services of 
comparable standards to their citizens without imposing 
unduly different costs upon their taxpayers (Robertson, 1985, 
p.37) . With the exception of Medicare, present provincial- 
federal government problems with welfare, health and social 
security programs largely involve finance, not differences in 
policy (Robertson 1985, p.36). 
Finally, the Canadian federal and provincial 
constitutions are more easily amended than the American. 
Although the Dominion Constitution, being an Act of the 
Imperial Parliament, is quite beyond the control of the 
Canadian people, the Canadian government can flexibly secure 
amendments. On the other hand, "it is a slow and arduous 
process for the American people to secure amendments to the 
constitution for the United States." (Moffett, 1972, p.36). 
The Canadian and U.S. approaches to the social 
responsibility and welfare policy also differ. The Canadian 
federal system has produced a society that emphasizes social 
service. The federal and provincial governments' 
preoccupation with social responsibility issues clearly 
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releases many Canadian executives from these 
responsibilities. As a Montreal executive explained: 
...There are supportive systems in Canada 
that the United States does not have. The 
government in Canada is responsible for 
the welfare of employees and therefore 
takes off responsibilities from management... 
Consequently, Canadian CEOs perceive differences between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs over the time devoted to social 
responsibility issues as a consequence of the different 
political structures in Canada and the United States. 
Society's Tradition 
Over the last two decades, the literature and research 
on the North American societies has grown considerably. The 
most widely cited and discussed sociological analysis of the 
two North American democracies are those of Clark (1968) , 
Porter (1965, 1967, 1979) and Wrong (1976). Lipset 
summarized these works by stating: 
...For the most part they emphasized the 
idea, also developed in my earlier work, 
that Canada has been a more conservative, 
traditional, law-abiding, statist, and 
elitist society than the United States... 
(Lipset, 1985, p.109). 
Much of the writing on comparative aspects of Canadian 
and U.S. tradition have emphasized the causal importance of 
the varying origins of the two nations. Engels noted that as 
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compared to Europe, the United States was "purely bourgeois, 
so entirely without past where "Canada maintained a European- 
type society which lacked the economic dynamism of the United 
States." (Marx and Engels, 1953). 
Lipset (1985) suggests that the peoples of the two 
countries formulated their self conceptions in different 
ways. The United States was organized around what Lincoln 
called a "political religion," formulated on the egalitarian 
and populist principles of the Declaration of Independence. 
Canada, by contrast, repeatedly experienced the defeat of her 
populist forces; as a result, her final governing force is 
tradition and convention (Lipset, 1985, p.113). 
In the mid-1930s, Angus coordinated a series of surveys 
of Canadian opinions about their southern neighbors. One of 
the contributions was by Clark, who made the following 
observation: 
...Canadian national life can almost take its 
rise in the negative will to resist absorption 
in the American Republic. It is largely about 
the United States as an object that the con¬ 
sciousness of Canadian national unity has 
grown up... Constantly in the course of this 
study we shall come across the idea that 
Canadian life is simpler, more honest, more 
moral and more religious than life in the 
United States, that it lies closer to the 
rural virtues and has achieved urbanization 
without giving the same scope to corrupting 
influence which has been afforded them in the 
United States... (in Angus, 1970, pp.224-225). 
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In another work, Clark (1962) compared the Canadian 
tradition with that of the American: 
...The temper of Canadian society can be described 
as more conservative, less dedicated to such 
cherished American values as democracy, equality 
and liberty. Ours (the Canadian) is a society 
more ready to compromise with the past, to accept 
without protest the limitations upon individual 
endeavor, freedom of expression and achievement 
which our institutional heritage prescribes. 
We are less concerned about getting on, being 
successful. We are not to the same extent as 
Americans as status-seeking people... (Clark, 
1962, pp.235-236). 
Finally, Lipset, in his study of English-speaking 
democracies, underlined the conservative social tradition in 
Canada: 
...The Canadian pattern, seems to reflect the 
fact that Canada always has been more conser¬ 
vative than the United States, that its early 
political history from 1776 on, involved the 
defeat of radical reform and that consequently 
some of the traditionalist "Tory" values which 
declined in the United States continued in 
Canada... (in Blishen, Jones, Naegle, Porter, 
1968, p.479)• 
However, Canadian conservatism has produced a society 
characterized by more humanity and social justice that is 
found in most countries. This ,indeed, is a significant 
element of national strength portrayed in welfare, health 
plans, and social security. 
In spite of the view presented above, it would seem that 
structural and cultural differences between Canada and the 
United States are declining. In spite of their different 
historical and traditional backgrounds, the two north 
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American neighbors have experienced great urban and economic 
growth, a sharply improved standard of living, higher 
education, greater leisure and a shift in their economies* 
structures. Both societies also have gained greater 
acceptance of egalitarian values, a decline in religious 
commitment, a move toward smaller nuclear families, and more 
equality for minorities and women. 
It is therefore clear that differences in perception 
between Canadian and U.S. managers involving the devotion of 
time to social responsibility issues is perceived by Canadian 
CEOs to be a consequence of the different societal traditions 
in the two nations. Canadian managers, in their more 
conservative society, perceive their social responsibility 
role differently than their U.S. counterparts, who have to 
keep up with the dynamism of U.S. society, which emphasizes 
traditional values like liberty and equality. 
153 
Society's View of Managers 
A society's view of managers largely depends on its 
emphasis of business values such as leadership, efficiency or 
productivity. In the United States, for example, class and 
rank hierarchy in a business organization often bear close 
correspondence to each other. In other words, when a person 
moves up through the managerial ranks of a company, his or 
her social status tends to follow (Terpstra and David, 1985). 
The question is whether rank status is also evident in 
the Canadian society. Studies of elites in Canadian society 
(Porter, 1965? Clement, 1975? Newman, 1981) have portrayed a 
social network of a relatively closed business elite. Access 
to exclusive private schools, social clubs, and positions of 
industrial leadership is often regarded as highly selective. 
McGie (1977) argued that even foreign born executives of 
foreign subsidiaries face substantial obstacles in entering 
the Canadian elite. Unlike the U.S. corporate elite, the 
traditional Canadian elite based in finance, transportation 
and utilities has concentrated and consolidated its power in 
these sectors, and, as a result, mobility has declined. 
Clement's study (1983) of the inequality of access into 
Canadian corporate elite has revealed that in 1972, 59.4% of 
the Canadian corporate elite had initial advantage for elite 
entrance. While 28.5% of the elite members had fathers, or 
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in a few cases, uncles, in the corporate elite in some time, 
additional members had fathers either in the political or 
bureaucratic elite, married into elite families, or had 
fathers who were in substantial businesses which provided 
access into the elite (Clement, 1983, pp 26-54). 
In other words, the overall access to positions of 
economic power in Canada has resided increasingly with the 
upper class in spite of the steady growth of middle class in 
Canada. Therefore, we might expect that owing to the highly 
exclusive nature of the Canadian economic elite, society*s 
view of managers would be different in the 
two countries. 
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Nature of Ownership 
Nature of ownership (Canadian versus Foreign subsidiary) is 
the most valid organizational factor perceived by Canadian 
CEOs to explain variations in perceptions in all four key 
managerial areas. 
Foreign ownership and control of enterprises in Canada 
is uniquely high among the industrialized nations of the 
world, although it has declined in recent years. Table 15 
indicates the extent of foreign control among Canada's 
leading industries. It appears that in 1983, 12 of the 
largest 50 industrial enterprises in Canada were more than 50 
percent foreign-owned, while in 6 cases foreign ownership was 
total. Of the 200 largest industrials, 50 were 100-percent 
owned by foreigners and another 72 were more than 50-percent 
foreign-owned (Financial Post, June 1984)• The foreign 
ownership is also spread across a variety of industries 
(Table 16). For example, until 1981, the Canadian Tobacco 
industry was exclusively in foreign hands. 
The remarkable decline in foreign control during the 
late 1970's and early 1980's can be attributed to the Foreign 
Investment Review Agency formed in 1974. Under the FRIA, the 
Canadian government reviewed all foreign investment proposals 
with regard to benefits for the Canadian industry and 
compatibility with the government's economic policy. 
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Note that mergers and acquisitions of foreign firms by 
Canadian firms can also explain some of the general decline 
in foreign control of Canadian industry. However, Since 
mergers and acquisitions foster conglomerate growth, Canadian 
legislation makes it very difficult for foreign-controlled 
firms to take that route to enterprise growth. 
A recent survey of Canadian attitudes toward foreign 
ownership revealed that there has been "a small but 
statistically significant" decline in the proportion of 
Canadians who regard U.S. investment as a "good thing" for 
the Canadian economy. At the same time, the proportion of 
Canadians who regard foreign investment as a "serious 
problem" has risen. (Murray, 1981). 
To a certain extent, the United States also has an 
extensive system of restraints on foreign investments. Non¬ 
resident aliens are prohibited from direct investment in 
enterprises engaged in shipping, radio, television, mining or 
atomic energy. However, these restrictions are not 
implemented to the extent of the Canadian screening mechanism 
centered in a single agency (Bridging the 49th Parallel, 
1984, p. 120). Note that the Canadian government has 
recently introduced legislation to replace the FRIA with an 
agency called Investment Canada, which is responsible for the 
encouragement and facilitation of foreign investment. 
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Foreign ownership of Canadian businesses has an impact 
on management practice too. The ultimate control residing in 
the United States continues to make Canadian initiative 
redundant and to make Canadians more reliant on American 
knowledge, and, as a result, increases psychological 
dependence on the United States. In Ownership, Pride and the 
Dependent Spirit (1978) , Perry quoted a Canadian executive of 
an American subsidiary; 
...I've seen Canadian managers of large subsidiaries, 
employing more than 2000 or 3000 people, literally 
sitting with tears in their eyes, admitting that 
they cannot, regardless of how well justified 
a particular project is, approve it or get 
approval for it...The policy is that if it's over 
$5000 approval must come from New York, Philadelphia 
or wherever...This kind of thing make Canadian 
managers very frustrated. They're trying to do a 
good job, but in the final analysis they're 
really just toading in many ways... (Perry in 
Glenday, Guindon, Turowetz, 1978, p.77). 
Foreign ownership of Canadian business is regarded as an 
obstacle to the pride and independence of the Canadian 
business community. Perry concluded from interviews of 
various Canadian executives that American subsidiaries in 
Canada are weakening entrepreneurial drive and Canadian self- 
confidence (Perry, 1972). 
The special ownership structure of Canadian economy is 
nonexistent in the United States. Therefore, perceptions 
between executives in both countries are expected to vary. 
As a Toronto executive observed: 
...U.S. multi-nationals are a major force in 
Canadian economy with the Canadian subsidiary 
in a subordinate relationship... one would 
expect a more national outlook from corporate 
executives in Canada... 
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Table 15: 
Extent of Foreign Control Among Canada's Leading Firms; 
1978, 1980, 1982, 1983 
Size Class 
of Largest 
Canadian 
Firms 1978 
No. of Firms 
5056 or more 
Foreign Owned 
1980 1982 1983 1978 
No. of Firms 
100% 
Foreign Owned 
1980 1982 1983 
Top 50 18 17 14 12 6 6 6 6 
51-100 32 19 20 20 17 8 11 12 
101-150 28 25 20 20 22 17 12 14 
151-200 31 24 22 20 26 22 19 18 
201-250 21 27 23 24 12 20 21 20 
251-300 25 24 23 20 18 18 16- 15 
301-350 NA 22 23 28 NA 12 18 21 
351-400 NA 30 25 24 NA 23 18 20 
Total; Top 300 155 136 122 116 101 91 85 85 
Top 400 NA 188 170 168 NA 126 121 126 
Source; Financial Post 500, 1979» 1981, 1983t 1984 
Table 16: 
Percentage of Sales Accounted For - By Foreign-Ovned Finns 
Industry 1981 1970 
Tobacco 10055 82% 
Rubber 89% 91% 
Transportation Equipment 8456 89% 
Petroleum Products 78% 99% 
Chemicals 76% 83% 
Electrical Products 62% 66% 
Non-Metallie Minerals 59% 53% 
Oil k Gas 58% 91% 
Machinery 56% 77% 
Textiles 52% 49% 
Mining Extraction 37% 68% 
Beverages 35% 30% 
Metal Fabricating 34% 42% 
Paper k Allied 28% 47% 
Food Processing 25% 33% 
Wholesale Trade 25& 27% 
Leather 22% 20% 
Knitting Mills 17% 18% 
Community Services 16% 19% 
Primary Metals 15% 41% 
Furniture and Fixtures 14% 19% 
Wood 14% 23% 
Retail Trade 13% 21% 
Comaunicat!ons 12% NA 
Clothing 11% 11% 
Printing and Publishing 11% 13% 
Construction 10% 14% 
Transportation 7% 13% 
Agriculture, Logging and Fishing 4% 7% 
Storage 3% NA 
Public Utilities 3% 8% 
TOTAL 30% 37% 
Sourest Catherine Harris, "How Foreign investment stacks up. 
The Financial Post, August 11, 1964, p.12. 
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Size of the Organization 
The effect of organizational size has been widely 
discussed. Several studies have examined the relationship 
between organizational size and the proportion of 
organizational administrative personnel (Blau and Scott, 
1962), the effect of size on work performance (Thomas, 1959) 
or surveillance and formal rules (Rushing, 1965). 
Galbraith (1979) argued that the size of the 
organization is important in that it modifies the effects of 
expertise and economies of scale. That is, the greater the 
size of the organization, the smaller the costs of lost 
specialization and lost economies of scale where the product 
form is adopted. 
In analyzing the size of different firms, the OECD Report 
on Concentration and Competition Policy identifies four 
variables that may measure organizational size: 
(1) sales or gross output (2) net output or value added, 
(3) employment and (4) capital assets. In practice, the 
variables most commonly used are sales or gross output and 
employment (OECD, 1979, p.20). The OECD study indicates that 
in various countries the variables that measure size may 
vary. In Canada, shipments and employment are mainly used, 
in Germany the main size variable is turnover, while in the 
United States, sales, value added, value of shipments, and 
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capital assets are all used. 
Table 17 compares sales, assets, net income and number 
of employees in the top ten 1985 Fortune 500 industrial 
corporations and the top ten Canadian industrial corporations 
listed in the 1985 Fortune 500 international. Under the 
assumption that these four variables are indicators of size, 
the Canadian-U.S. ratios of sales and assets (1:13) net 
income (1:11) and number of employees (1:16) would indicate 
that, in general, the size of business organizations in 
Canada is much smaller than in the United States. 
As a result, the size of business organizations in 
Canada and the United States, and consequently their 
structure, communication network, production and sales, could 
explain some variation in management perceptions toward key 
managerial areas. 
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Number and Magnitude of Competitors 
Competition entails various agents1 vying for resources, 
power, business, loyalty or other goods. Canadian CEOs 
perceived that the number and magnitude of competitors in 
Canada and the United States are different and as a result, 
the importance of mergers, acquisitions and divestitures and 
availability of information about profitability are perceived 
differently by Canadian and U.S. CEOs. 
It is accepted that the sheer number of competitors in 
a market is widely regarded as a rough indicator of the 
degree of competition, or competitiveness. Furthermore, the 
number of firms should be accompanied by a consideration of 
their relative sizes as well as their competitive image in 
the marketplace. In general, competitive strategies based on 
innovation, segmentation or improved distribution provide the 
best chances for competitive success. 
While it is relatively easy to define and measure 
competitiveness within a single country, the evaluation of 
Canadian and U.S. competitiveness is complex. As mentioned 
earlier, the total number of households, and effective buying 
income in Canada and the United States differ, and, as a 
result, competitive forces should vary in the two countries. 
The high concentration of economic power in Canada may 
also suggest monopolistic behavior and a greater chance of 
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reaching agreement where numbers are few. However, Green 
argues that fewness without formal collusion may spell more 
competition than most assumptions about oligopolistic 
behavior imply. (Green, 1985). 
In 1889, Canada became the first nation to enact an 
antitrust law, preceding the U.S. Sherman Act by one year. 
However, in the seven decades following the initial enactment 
of 1889, the only significant application of the Anti- 
Combines Act was against a few long-lived price-fixing and/or 
market-sharing agreements, the members of which admitted to 
conspiratorial activity although denying that they had either 
intended or done harm by their actions. (Green, 1985, 
p.248). 
The Combines Investigation Act of 1889 is much longer 
and more detailed that the U.S. Sherman Antitrust and Clayton 
Acts combined. (Green, 1985, p.255). However, the United 
States tends to emphasize per se rules for collusive and 
restrictive (e.g. trying contracts) behavior and preventive 
legislation to curb the growth of market power via mergers. 
This is not the case with the Canadian law. The wording of 
the Canadian legislation of 1889 has produced lengthy, 
burdensome and sometimes contradictory judicial opinions, 
which typically ignore important economic facets of the cases 
at issue. The result is that Canada*s competitive policy is 
neither effective nor logically sound (Green, 1985). 
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Furthermore, economists have attempted to measure 
concentration in the production of goods which are close 
substitutes for one another; that is, to measure the extent 
to which a few firms control the market for products which 
are regarded by the consumer as alternatives. 
The concentration ratio (CR) is the proportion of total 
industry output, value-added, employment or assets accounted 
for by a fixed number of the largest firms in an industry, 
often the top three or four. If only a few firms account for 
a high proportion of employment or sales, then concentration 
is high as measured by the concentration ratio, and 
monopolistic or oligopolistic practices are more likely than 
in an industry where the concentration ratio is low. Unlike 
some other measures, the concentration ratio is likely to be 
relatively unaffected by changes in the number of firms in an 
industry. If a number of small firms enter or leave the 
industry, then the concentration ratio is unlikely to show a 
significant change, but the presence or disappearance of the 
small firms is likely to have some effect on competition in 
the industry (OECD Report on Concentration and Competition 
Policy. 1979). 
Tables 18-19 report recent information describing 
overall industry concentration in Canada and the United 
States. Although the concentration ratios are based on 
different variables (employment in Canada and value of 
m : 
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shipments in the United States), a few conclusions can be 
drawn about the magnitude of competition in Canada and the 
United States. As can be see from Table 18, the 1972 
Canadian four-firm concentration ratio for employment was 
over 70 percent in 21 industries, or just under 30 percent of 
the 71 industries studied. The concentration ratio was over 
50 percent in 34 industries or about 48 percent of the 
industries studied. 
Table 19 illustrates the U.S. case, where 44 industries 
or about 10 percent of the 429 industries studied had a 
concentration ratio of over 70%. The concentration ratio was 
over 50 percent in 127 industries or about 30 percent of the 
industries studied. This illustrates that the basic 
competition and concentration structure in Canada and the 
United States is different. Over 70% of employment in Canada 
is accounted for by 30% of the industry. However, under the 
assumption that the number of employees are correlated with 
the value of shipments, only 10% of the industries studied in 
the United States are attributed to over 70% of the value of 
shipments (OECD Concentration and Competition Policy, 1979). 
Table, lfix 
Industry Concentration In ganaflau 1122 (Employment) 
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Concentration ratio (%) Number of industries 
90 and over 5 
80 to 89.9 6 
70 to 79.9 10 
60 to 69.9 7 
50 to 59.9 6 
40 to 49.9 11 
30 to 39.9 11 
20 to 29.9 5 
10 to 19.9 8 
under 10 2 
TOTAL 71 
Source: OECD Concentration and Competition Policy, 1979. 
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Table 12_l 
Industry Concentration In United States, 1972 
(Value of Shipments) 
Concentration ratio (%) Number of industries 
90 and l over 12 
80 to 89.9 10 
70 to 79.9 22 
60 to 69.9 29 
50 to 59.9 54 
40 to 49.9 60 
30 to 39.9 67 
20 to 29.9 95 
10 to 19.9 66 
under 10 14 
TOTAL 429 
Source: OECD Concentration and Competition Policy, 1979. 
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More recent information indicates that in 1977, 28.5 
percent of the 445 U.S. manufacturing industries had four- 
firm concentration ratio compared with one-half of Canadian 
manufacturing industries. The evidence overwhelmingly 
indicates that Canadian manufacturing industries are markedly 
more highly concentrated than those in the United States 
(Green, 1985, pp.68-70). 
Clearly, Canadian managers would attribute differences 
between Canadian and U.S. CEOs in some key managerial areas 
to the different number and magnitude of competitors in 
Canada and the United States. With reference to the Canadian 
and U.S. number of mergers, acquisitions and divestitures, a 
Montreal executive explained: 
...There are severe restrictions imposed by 
Canadian government, and therefore we don't 
have the same opportunities as U.S. managers 
do. Canadian managers don't look for 
expansion by market share and product 
development... 
Structure of the Organization 
Organizational structure is defined by Miles as "those 
features of the organization that serve to control or 
distinguish its parts" (Miles, 1980). Chandler (1962) 
defines structure as the "design of the organization through 
which the enterprise is administered." This design, whether 
formally or informally defined, has two aspects. It 
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includes, first, the lines of authority and communication 
between the different administrative offices and officers 
and, second, the information and data that flow through these 
lines of communication and authority,. 
According to Chandler*s proposition, structure follows 
strategy and the most complex type of structure is the result 
of the concentration of several basic strategies. If the 
purpose of organizational structure is to influence the 
behaviors of individuals and groups to achieve effective 
performance, it is appropriate to investigate some structural 
features of Canadian and U.S. large business organizations. 
Blunt (1983) argued that, in the absence of evidence, it 
is most reasonable to examine differences and similarities 
between organizations in different cultures by looking at a 
combination of cultural and contextual variables, such as 
technology and size. 
It is therefore assumed that Canadian CEOs perceived 
different organizational structures in Canada and the United 
States due to differences in size. The actual structure of 
organizations in Canada and the United States is similar, 
especially considering that a majority of the largest 
Canadian corporations are U.S. subsidiaries which share 
structures similar to their parent companies. 
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Management Philosophy of CEO 
The management philosophies of CEOs was perceived by 
Canadian managers as the most valid factor among all other 
individual characteristics explaining variation between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs as to the four key managerial areas. 
Management philosophies vary among cultural areas. 
Hofstede (1978) showed that there are wide variations in 
national norms about autocratic supervisory - subordinate 
relations in forty countries. Other studies include Bass and 
Burger (1979)/ Sirota (1968) and Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter 
(1966). 
Differences in management philosophy in Canada and the 
United States can be attributed to the characteristics of the 
Canadian and U.S. corporate elites discussed earlier. 
Since corporate elite positions in Canada are predominantly 
of upper class extraction, management philosophy would tend 
to be quite different than in the United States where social 
mobility is more flexible. 
Value System of CEO 
Values direct people in a society to attend selectively 
to some goals and to conform to some social norms. Values 
involve emotional commitment and, as a result, specific 
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behaviors. Every society has defined priorities for every 
aspect of social life. These priorities are often reflected 
in a set of values shared by most members of a specific 
society. 
The role of values in an economy has been discussed in 
the literature. Myrdal, for example, noted that some values 
can be harmful for economic development. Often in Asia, 
"religiously sanctioned beliefs and valuations not only act 
as obstacles among the people to getting the plan accepted 
and effectuated but also as inhibitions to the planners 
themselves." (Myrdal, 1968, pp.103-104). Michael (1970) 
suggested that American values towards technology have been a 
very favorable factor in America's growth. 
Values toward work, health, consumption and achievement 
can affect top managerial decision making. It is therefore 
necessary to investigate some characteristics of the Canadian 
and U.S. value systems. 
A large body of public opinion data on values has been 
gathered in the two countries. Unfortunately, most findings 
are not precisely comparable because of variations in 
question wording. But a research organization linked to the 
Catholic church, the Center for Applied Research in the 
Apostolate (CARA), undertook a systematic comparative study 
of values in twenty-two countries, including Canada and the 
United States. The data were collected by the Gallup Poll at 
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the start of the eighties. The preliminary report on Canada 
i 
and the U.S. reveals that English and French Canadians 
responded differently. Given the sponsorship of the study, 
it is not surprising that many of the questions address 
religious values (The results for the U.S. are based on 
1,729 respondents; for Canada, 1,251 respondents; for French- 
speaking Canadians, 338 respondents; and for English-speaking 
Canadians, 913 respondents). The following are some of the 
relevant CARA findings. 
Americans were found to be more religious and more 
moralistic than either English or French Canadians. In 
response to the question "how important is God in your life?" 
59 percent of the Americans perceived God as "very important 
in their lives," as opposed to 44 percent of the English 
Canadians and 47 percent of the French Canadians. Close to 
two-thirds of the Americans said they believe "there is a 
personal God," compared with 49 percent of the English 
Canadians and 56 percent of the French Canadians. The 
questions designed to measure the degree of fundamentalism in 
the population showed that Americans far outnumbered 
Canadians generally in giving expression to Protestant 
fundamentalist beliefs, with Anglophones in Canada more 
likely to hold them than Francophones. 
Congruent with the variation in religious practice and 
belief, the CARA data indicate that Americans are more 
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puritanical than Canadiansf with Francophones the most 
tolerant with respect to sexual behavior (See Doran and 
Sigler, 1985, pp.123-128). 
In addition, Lipset argued that the Canadian sense of 
nationality has always felt threatened by the United States - 
physically in earlier days, and culturally and economically 
in more recent years. As a result, Canadians found it 
necessary to protect themselves against American expansion 
and to define "why they are not and should not become 
Americans." They have done so by disparaging various 
elements of American life, mainly the excessive emphasis of 
an equalitarian value system. As a result, there is less 
emphasis in Canada on equality and a greater acceptance of 
hierarchical patterns (Lipset, 1963). 
Finally, Hardin (1974) argued that entrepreneurs have 
been less aggressive, less innovative, less risk taking than 
Americans. Low risk taking has been exhibited in the 
investment attitude of the Canadians. 
Glazier reported that Canadians invest heavily in 
the United States and are unwilling to take risks in Canada. 
In explaining the Canadian pattern, he observed: 
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...One reason is that Canadians traditionally 
have been conservative, exhibiting an inferiority 
complex about their own destiny as a nation and 
about the potential of their country... 
Thusf with Canadians investing in the "sure" 
companies of the United States, Canada has for 
generations suffered not only from a labor drain 
and a brain drain to the United States, but also 
from a considerably larger capital drain. 
(Glazier, 1972, p.61). 
These apparent differences between Canadian and U.S. 
CEOs strengthen the Canadian argument that different value 
systems can explain variations in some key managerial areas, 
like social responsibility. 
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£ftfflPflrispn between Groups g£ Canadian CEOs 
So far, the analysis has treated all Canadian CEOs who 
participated in the study* However, since the respondents 
represent a large array of executives from firms in different 
industries, ownership arrangements, and size, it is 
appropriate to investigate whether their perceptions of the 
"extent of influence" of various validated factors differ. 
Note that the "extent of influence" was measured on a 1 to 5 
scale where "1" represented "very little influence" and "5" - 
"very great influence." 
The most common analysis of this type is a comparison of 
two groups of subjects, with the group means as the basis for 
comparisons. The respondents were divided into groups 
according to their different business areas (industrial, 
service, financial), their ownership arrangements (Canadian- 
owned, foreign subsidiary, Canadian-crown, and cooperatives), 
and the size of their organizations measured by total assets, 
revenues, and number of employees. 
In order to determine whether there is a difference in 
the "extent of influence" attributed by different groups of 
Canadian CEOs to various validated factors, a t-test was 
applied to the "most valid factors," as indicated in Table 
13. These factors were perceived by Canadian CEOs to explain 
the variation found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs in the 
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four key managerial areas. 
Table 20 reports statistically significant differences 
between sub-groups of Canadian CEOs. Note that the "extent 
of influence" attributed by sub-groups of Canadian CEOs 
varies in five factors, four of which represent the 
"organizational characteristics" construct (size of the 
organization, number and magnitude of competitors, nature of 
ownership, and structure of the organization). One factor 
(market size) represents the "environmental characteristics" 
construct. 
We can conclude that perceptual differences among sub¬ 
groups of Canadian CEOs predominate with regard to 
"organizational characteristics" variables hypothesized to 
explain the variation found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs in 
various key managerial areas. This is not surprising, since 
the division of the 90 respondents into sub-groups was 
according to their organizational traits, and therefore we 
would expect variation in perceptions regarding these issues. 
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Canadian CEOs of financial and service corporations 
displayed statistically significant differences considering 
the "extent of influence" attributed to organizational size 
as an explanatory factor for the variation found between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs* perceptions of the importance of 
international operations. 
CEOs of financial corporations attributed a higher 
"extent of influence" (3.66) than CEOs of service 
corporations (3.20). Table 5 reveals that 91.6% of the 
financial corporations in our sample had assets over CDN$ 1 
billion compared with 37.6% of service corporations. In 
addition, 91.7% of the financial corporations that 
participated in the study employed over 1000 employees 
compared with 78.6% of service corporations. Ownership 
arrangements of financial and service corporations also 
differs 9.5% of the financial corporations in our sample are 
foreign owned compared with 18.2% of service corporations. 
Although financial corporations in Canada are relatively 
large (in terms of assets and number of employees), it seems 
that their CEOs are not preoccupied with international 
operations mainly due to the unique Canadian industrial 
structure discussed earlier. However, we would expect to 
find international involvement of U.S. corporations of 
relatively similar size. 
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Therefore, we expect that CEOs of financial corporations 
would attribute a greater "extent of influence" to the size 
of organizations in Canada and the U.S.A. as an explanatory 
factor for the variation found between Canadian and U.S. 
CEOs* assignment of importance to international operations. 
Statistically significant differences were also found 
between Canadian CEOs of financial and industrial 
corporations with regard to the number and magnitude of 
competitors in Canada and the United States as an explanatory 
factor for the variations found between Canadian and U.S. 
CEOs* perceptions of the importance of mergers, acquisitions 
and divestitures. 
CEOs of industrial corporations attributed a greater 
extent of influence to this factor (3.74) than did CEOs of 
financial corporations (3.14). This is probably also a 
reflection of the Canadian industrial structure, where 
financial corporations are less concerned with 
competitiveness in mergers, acquisitions and divestitures 
than are industrial corporations. 
Takeovers in Canada are especially predominant among 
financial corporations that hold securities in a wide variety 
of operating companies. CEOs of Canadian financial 
corporations probably are aware of a different situation in 
the United States, where major mergers and acquisitions take 
place in all business areas. On the other hand, since 
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takeover activities among Canadian industrial corporations 
are not as extensive as among financial corporations, 
Canadian CEOs of industrial corporations attribute a greater 
"extent of influence" to the number and magnitude of 
competitors, as an explanatory factor that appears to vary in 
Canada and the United States. 
In explaining the variations found between Canadian and 
U.S. CEOs perceptions of the importance of international 
operations and the availability of information about 
profitability, CEOs of foreign subsidiaries attributed a 
greater "extent of influence” to the "nature of ownership of 
the corporation" than did CEOs of Canadian-owned 
corporations. 
"Nature of ownership" is perceived by CEOs of subsidiary 
corporations to be a more influential explanatory factor than 
it is by CEOs of Canadian-owned corporations. CEOs of 
foreign subsidiaries are familiar with business operations on 
both sides of the border, and may well have experienced 
higher constraints on their operations. Their awareness of 
these constraints might have led them to rate this factor 
higher for explaining the variation between Canadian and U.S. 
CEOs in various key managerial areas. 
Statistically significant differences were found between 
CEOs of medium and large organizations (in terms of assets), 
with regard to the "extent of influence" of organizational 
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structure as an explanatory factor for the variation found 
between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' perceptions of the importance 
of mergers, acquisitions and divestitures. 
Canadian CEOs of medium business organizations 
attributed higher influence (3.85) to organizational 
structure than did CEOs of large business organizations 
(3.09). This is probably because CEOs of medium Canadian 
firms perceive the structure of their organizations to be 
different than structures of U.S. firms, while Canadian CEOs 
of large organizations may perceive their organizational 
structures to be similar to those of U.S. business 
organizations. 
Finally, CEOs from different sizes of organizations (in 
terms of total sales or revenues) perceived differently the 
"extent of influence" attributed to market size as an 
explanatory factor for the variation found between Canadian 
and U.S. CEOs' perceptions of the importance of international 
operations. 
Market size was perceived to be more influential by 
smaller Canadian corporations. Crookel and Graham's study 
(1979) of Canadian firms' export profile revealed that 62.7% 
of small Canadian firms (sales less than CDN$ 10 million) 
have more than 50% of their sales in foreign markets compared 
with 15.7% of medium firms (sales CDN$ 10-50 million) and 
large firms (sales over CDN$ 50 million). Although Crookel 
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and Graham's sample differs from the sample of this study 
(mainly in terms of size), we can conclude that smaller 
Canadian firms are heavily engaged in international 
operations. The different market size in Canada and the 
United States is, therefore, perceived to be a more 
substantial issue for CEOs of smaller than larger Canadian 
firms. The relatively small Canadian domestic market creates 
greater aspirations among small Canadian firms to engage in 
international operations. 
The comparison between groups of Canadian CEOs with 
regard to the "extent of influence" they attributed to 
various factors, is exploratory in nature. Clearly, to make 
fine distinctions between the beliefs of Canadian CEOs from, 
various types of corporations, we need to develop a study 
focused on this task alone. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
An implicit objective of this study has been to apply 
empirical research techniques to account better for 
variations in perceptions between groups of executives from 
different countries. Many works have offered conceptual/ 
theoretical and empirical evidence for cross-cultural or 
cross-national comparative management; however/ this study 
created a conceptual model encompassing a wide range of 
theories developed earlier. 
The development of a three-construct model to explain 
variations in perceptions between Canadian and U.S. CEOs has 
validated the concept of categorizing an enormous amount of 
explanatory variables as either "environmental" 
"organizational" or "individual." These data reductions 
facilitated the analysis by creating additive indices. The 
research demonstrated that perceptual differences between 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs were related to these three 
constructs/ though not always in equal proportions/ as 
predicted. 
The data revealed that divergence in perceptions between 
various key managerial areas is explained by Canadian CEOs by 
different weights attached to the validity of 
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"environmental," "organizational," and "individual" 
characteristics in Canada and the United States. 
Canadian CEOs attributed higher validity then expected 
to "organizational characteristics" variables when asked to 
explain variations in perceptions in the following key 
managerial areas: importance of international operations, 
importance of mergers, acquisitions and divestitures, and 
availability of information about profitability. 
"Environmental characteristics" and "individual 
characteristics" followed as explanatory factors for the 
variation that was found. 
However, considering social responsibility, Canadian 
CEOs attributed proportionally equal validity to 
"environmental characteristics," "organizational 
characteristics" and "individual characteristics" as 
explanatory constructs for the variation between Canadian and 
U.S. CEOs perceptions. 
We therefore conclude that Canadian CEOs are unlikely to 
attribute proportionally equal validity to the "environmental 
characteristics," "organizational characteristics" and 
"individual characteristics" constructs hypothesized to 
account for the variations between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' 
perceptions of various key managerial areas. In three out of 
the four key managerial areas studied, Canadian CEOs 
attributed a higher than expected proportion of validity 
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to "organizational characteristics" and a lower-than-expected 
proportion of validity to "individual characteristics." 
The results of this study also indicate several specific 
reasons offered by Canadian CEOs to account for the variation 
in responses between Canadian and U.S. executives in the four 
key managerial areas. 
Different market sizes in Canada and the United States 
are perceived to account for the variation regarding key 
managerial areas like international operations, mergers, 
acquisitions and divestitures, and profitability. Different 
industrial structures in Canada and the United States were 
perceived to account for the variations in perceptions 
involving the former two key managerial areas. 
Society's tradition, political structure and society's 
view of managers were the three variables that Canadian CEOs 
perceived to reason for the variation in perceptions 
regarding social responsibility. 
Differences in the nature of ownership of corporations 
in Canada and the United States as well as organizational 
sizes were suggested by Canadian CEOs to account for the 
variation found in all four key managerial areas. Number and 
magnitude of competitors in Canada and the United States were 
believed to account for the variation regarding mergers, 
acquisitions and divestitures and profitability. Different 
organizational structures in Canada and the United States 
were perceived to account for the variations involving 
mergers, acquisitions and divestitures. 
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Finally, different management philosophies in Canada and 
the United States are thought by Canadian CEOs to account for 
the variations in all key managerial areas. The value 
systems of CEOs was perceived by Canadian CEOs to account for 
the variation regarding social responsibility. 
HBBUcaUpns 
Cross-cultural comparative management studies, in 
particular, between Canada and the United States, are still 
in a developing stage. The apparent differences found 
between Canadian and U.S. CEOs involving various key 
managerial areas, and, consequently, some of the reasons for 
those differences, should interest scholars, executives, 
government officials, and other groups interested in 
Canadian-U.S. studies. 
The degree of economic interdependence between Canada 
and the United States remains exceptional in an increasingly 
international business world. To develop policies aimed at 
fostering economic growth, stability and prosperity, it is 
worthwhile to investigate additional views of decision makers 
in Canadian and U.S. business organizations. 
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The United States and Canada are both each other's most 
important trading partners and most important location for 
foreign investment. Both flirt with restrictions on trade 
with each other, but for the most part, understand the need 
for a relatively free flow of goods and services across their 
common border. 
Although this study was not intended to provide a 
comprehensive recommendation plan to all parties mentioned 
above, the study does raise a few points of relevance to 
activists seeking to learn more about, and maybe change, some 
current policies. 
For example, the study can help the Canadian and U.S. 
business communities to understand better why there are 
perceptual differences between the Canadian and U.S. business 
executives. CEOs of large Canadian corporations can increase 
their knowledge about variables that they have considered in 
the past to be obstacles for negotiations. 
Note that some variables perceived to account for the 
variations can be changed, if Canadian CEOs want to get 
closer to U.S. CEOs' perceptions (like nature of ownership, 
organizational structure or management philosophy). However, 
most variables perceived by Canadian CEOs to account for the 
variations found are constant and, hence, probably 
unalterable by individual CEOs. Among these variables are 
market sizes, society's traditions, or size of organizations 
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in Canada and the United States. 
However/ Canadian and U.S. CEOs' self awareness of some 
of the reasons behind the divergence in perceptions involving 
various key managerial areas might facilitate negotiations, 
and create a more optimistic environment for international 
trade, and lead to some new policies regarding domestic 
trade. 
This research adds a new dimension to the extensive 
field of Canadian-U.S. studies. Much has been published on 
the economic, political, and cultural dimensions of the two 
neighbors; however, no known extensive study has compared 
managerial perceptions in both countries, or has examined the 
reasons behind their divergence. 
This study, is therefore, pioneering in Canadian-U.S. 
comparative management research, and could provide a 
foundation for additional ones that would explore further 
perceptions of decision makers of large business 
organizations in Canada and the United States. The findings 
of this study could help researchers and teachers to better 
understand managerial thinking in Canada and the United 
States. 
Furthermore, in the last decade Canadian studies have 
increased dramatically in the United States. In 1983, 380 
colleges and universities in the United States offered 1100 
courses in which 18,000 U.S. students were enrolled. Courses 
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were offered in 46 states and the District of Columbia 
(Canada Today, 1985). The increasing importance of Canadian 
studies in the United States reflects the growing interest to 
learn more about what Canadians and U.S. citizens think of 
each other. This dissertation offers teaching institutions 
in Canada and the United States some answers about perceptual 
differences of the Canadian and U.S. business communities. 
Furthermore, in March 1985, President Reagan and Prime 
Minister Mulrony met at the Quebec Summit and issued a 
positive, joint statement on bilateral trade. Free trade 
negotiations between Canada and the United States are 
expected to begin in 1986. However, establishing a climate 
of greater predictability for Canadians and Americans, 
requires that both partners learn more about each other. 
The findings of this study can benefit governmental as 
well as business negotiators by reducing their misconceptions 
about each other, and by increasing their awareness of some 
their differences and the reasons behind them. It is hoped 
that rational self-interest will guide relations between the 
two countries, and take them toward closer economic 
cooperation, which can only enhance the economic security 
and living standards of both. 
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ULmitfrtjLons and Suggestions £qt_ Future Research 
In the course of this research, several important 
limitations have become evident that merit further 
investigation. First, the study is concerned with top 
managements perceptions in Canada and the United States. It 
would be interesting to see how managerial perceptions of 
medium-size and small-size corporations in Canada and the 
United States differ, if at all, and if so, what are some of 
the reasons behind those differences. In addition, it would 
be interesting to compare perceptions of top, middle and 
lower management, as well as their perceived reasons for the 
variations in perceptions. 
This leads to the second limitation involving 
comparisons of two unequal populations in terms of 
organizational size and market size. It was demonstrated 
that these variables differ in Canada and the United States 
and that Canadian CEOs perceived some of them to account for 
the variation found between managerial perceptions in the two 
countries. However, a methodological issue is raised about 
the validity of the study. 
Note that this study is based on the Management Control 
Center Fortune 500 and Financial Post Studies, in which the 
two populations were compared, regardless of different 
organizational and environmental variables in the two 
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countries. The Management Control Center studies utilized 
methodology used in many cross-cultural comparative 
management studies, where no adjustments were made when 
managerial populations of two or more countries were 
compared. However, to increase the validity of future 
studies, it is recommended that adjustments be made to 
account for the basic cultural differences. 
Third, the comparison and the statistically significant 
differences found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs were made 
between industrial corporations only. However, perceptions 
regarding the reasons behind the divergence were obtained 
from Canadian executives of industrial, service and financial 
corporations. This study could be extended by comparing 
perceptions of Canadian and U.S. executives of service and 
financial corporations as well. 
Fourth, this study presented the Canadian perspective, 
that is, the reasons that Canadian CEOs perceive to account 
for the variation between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' 
perceptions. Additional U.S. research involving CEOs in the 
United States would complete the picture by allowing for 
comparison of the U.S. and Canadian perspective. 
Fifth, the study investigated perceptual differences 
between Canadian and U.S. CEOs in four key managerial areas: 
international operations; mergers, acquisitions and 
divestitures; profitability; and social responsibility. The 
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reliability of the findings will increase with further 
investigations on other key managerial areas in which 
Canadian and U.S. CEOs appear to differ (Table 1). 
Sixth, several limitations were apparent from a 
methodological perspective. Operational definitions of the 
constructs should be reexamined. Out of the 35-variable list 
of explanatory factors, only 11 were perceived to be valid by 
a majority of the respondents. Further in-depth interviews 
with executives in Canada and the United States, as well as 
focus groups, would enable researchers to generate additional 
variables in the environmental, organizational and individual 
constructs that account for the variations between Canadian 
and U.S. perceptions. 
Research is also needed to measure better the "extent of 
influence" of the validated explanatory factors. We have 
concluded earlier that the respondent’s opportunity to 
assign a weight to variables that they already had validated 
did not provide us with additional information. Different 
questionnaire design would help overcome this obstacle. 
The instrument used to explore the reasons behind 
variations in perceptions enabled the respondents to check 
validated factors. However, different participants define 
different situations differently, mainly due to the different 
social roles, norms and values set by different respondents 
(Bogdan and Taylor, 1975) . Additional in-depth interviews 
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should uncover additional points and deepen our understanding 
of existing ones. 
Operational definitions should be refined. For example, 
in many corporations, "president" or "CEO" have different 
functions; in some the president is the chairman of the board 
while in others is the chief operating officer. Therefore, it 
would be necessary to distinguish between the various 
functions of the executives studied. 
Finally, sample size and significance level should be 
examined carefully. Although 90 respondents represented a 
wide array of Canadian CEOs, the sample size and, 
consequently, response rate should be increased. Due to the 
relative small sample size, comparison tests were conducted 
at the 0.001 confidence level. Many comparison tests were 
ignored due to the small sizes of cells representing the 
different groups under comparison. 
Elaboration of this comparative approach should be 
undertaken in other societies, like Japan and U.S., where 
cultural differences are more striking. This would be a 
continuation of the research stream from which this 
dissertation grew. 
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AT AMHERST 
School of Management 
Amherst, MA 01003 
(413) 549-4930 
Department of Management 
September 1, 1985 
The Management Control Center of the School of Management at the University of 
Massachusetts, is conducting a study to understand some of the reasons behind 
the differences found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' perceptions of their role 
responsibilities. 
This study is a continuation of one undertaken by Management Control Center in 
which your company had been asked to participate- Preliminary analysis of the 
survey of top Canadian and U.S. CEOs has revealed significant differences in 
their attitudes toward key managerial involvement areas such as: international 
operations, mergers acquisitions and divestitures, innovation, financial condi¬ 
tion of the firm, social responsibility, and management development. 
The enclosed questionnaire provides you with an opportunity to express your 
opinion as to the reasons behind these observed differences. Tour help is needed 
in completing and mailing back the enclosed questionnaire as soon as possible. 
The results of this study will be made available to you as soon as the analysis 
is completed. 
I would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or 
call me at (413) 549-4930 ext. 224. 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Ady Milman 
Research Associate 
E/3930/ec/3 
The University of Massachusetts is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution 
219 
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The Management Control Center of the School of Management at the University of 
Massachusetts, is conducting a study to understand some of the reasons behind 
the differences found between Canadian and U.S. CEOs' perceptions of their role 
responsibilities. 
This study is a continuation of one undertaken by Management Control Center in 
which your company had been asked to participate. Preliminary analysis of the 
survey of top Canadian and U.S. CEOs has revealed significant differences in 
their attitudes toward key managerial involvement areas such as: international 
operations, mergers acquisitions and divestitures, innovation, financial condi¬ 
tion of the firm, social responsibility, and management development. 
The enclosed questionnaire provides you with an opportunity to express your 
opinion as to the reasons behind these observed differences. Your help is needed 
in completing and mailing back the enclosed questionnaire as soon as possible. 
The results of this study will be made available to you as soon as the analysis 
is completed. 
I would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or 
call me at (413) 549-4930 ext. 224. 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Ady Milman 
Research Associate 
E/3930/ec/3 
The University of Massachusetts is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution 
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APPENDIX B 
ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS FOR THE FOUR 
KEY - MANAGERIAL AREAS 
228 
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Rotated Factor Lo«dj r*rs for 
'Importance of Internatlonal Operatirm.q" 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Industrial structure in the country • 053 .241 .189 
Gross National Product (GNP) -.020 .225 .442 
Fiscal Policy .418 .169 .359 
Level and pace of Industrialization .070 • 393 .211 
Market size -.090 ”.089 .499 
Level of Research and Developnezrt .259 .134 .147 
Level of inflations .204 .334 .578 
Fluctlons of Interest rate .165 .197 .581 
Political structure .225 .458 .251 
Foreign Policy .292 .098 .588 
Flexibility of law and legislation .321 .234 .265 
Society's view of managers .438 .606 -.013 
Society'3 view of achleveaent .258 .754 -.185 
Society's view of scientific methods in solving social problems .180 .604 .308 
Society's class conciousness and flexibility .209 .610 .236 
Society's tradition .022 .620 .008 
Size of the organization .048 .056 .250 
Structure of the organization .172 .214 .462 
Nature of ownership (Canadian owned vs. foreign subsidiary) .132 .096 “.159 
Nature of ownership (Co-op vs. Crown Corp) .321 .082 • 235 
Number and magnitude of competitors .236 -.064 .389 
Number and availability of creditors .504 -.053 .329 
Number and influence of stockholders .204 .198 .093 
Number and strength of suppliers .446 -.006 .287 
Size and bargaining power of unions .318 .221 -.019 
experience of CEO (length of time in management position) .673 .093 .160 
Extent of management training of CEO .603 .157 .050 
Management philosophy of CEO .547 .182 .059 
CEO's ownership vs. professional management of the business .663 .147 .122 
Age of CEO .701 .271 .083 
National origin of CEO .359 .220 .093 
Level of education of CEO .791 .041 .108 
Type of education of CEO (public vs. private education) .659 .121 .117 
Religious affiliation of CEO .427 .360 -.023 
Value system of CEO .584 .297 -.104 
230 
Rotated, Factor Loadings for 
"Importance of Mergers. Acquisitions and Divestitures” 
Factor I Factor 2 Factor 3 
Industrial structure in the country .173 -.015 • 534 
Gross National Product (GNP) .463 .235 .207 
Fiscal Policy .230 .091 .290 
Level and pace of industrialization .527 .143 .160 
Market size .189 .127 .567 
Level of Research and Development .374 .063 .156 
Level of inflations .476 • 333 .014 
Fluctlons of interest rate .574 .333 .057 
Political structure • 580 -.042 .205 
Foreign Policy .241 .233 .233 
Fieritaillty of law and legislation .262 -.053 .433 
Society's view of managers .442 .279 .193 
Society's view of achievement .286 .494 .137 
Society’s view of scientific methods in solving soclAl problems .571 .279 .094 
Society's class condousness and flexibility .306 .558 -.107 
Society's tradition .191 .651 -.341 
Size of the organization -.137 .144 .576 
Structure of the organization -.097 .510 .128 
Nature of ownership (Canadian owned vs. foreign subsidiary) .164 .012 .428 
Nature of ownership (Co-op vs. Crown Corp) .415 .068 .164 
Number and magnitude of competitors .206 .122 .380 
Number and availability of creditors .468 .103 .236 
Number and influence of stockholders .194 .167 .227 
Number and strength of suppliers .381 .148 .224 
Size and bargaining power of unions .464 .170 .124 
Experience of GEO (length of tins in management position) 
9 
.277 .490 .334 
Extent of aanagsment training of CEO .399 .502 .103 
Management philosophy of CEO -.148' .626 .615 
CEO's ownership vs. professional nanagement of the business .259 .528 .443 
Age of CEO .383 .553 .211 
National origin of CEO .265 .442 .209 
Level of education of CEO .428 .561 .031 
Type of education of CEO (public vs. private education) .657 .449 .196 
Religious affiliation of CEO .561 .216 .240 
Value system of CEO .209 .422 .341 
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Rotated Factor Loadings for 
"’Availability of Information about Prof 1 tabillty" 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 
Industrial structure in the country >35 .058 .368 
Gross National Product (GNP) .658 .340 .098 
Fiscal Policy .648 .044 .154 
Level and pace of industrialization .446 .140 >55 
Kadcet size .598 -.005 .263 
Level of Research and, Development .573 .121 .212 
Level of inflations .584 .260 .228 
Fluctlons of Interest rate .670 .275 .127 
Political structure >15 .233 .187 
Foreign Policy .583 .258 .255 
Flexibility of law and legislation .386 .199 .127 
Society's view of managers .254 .316 .368 
Society's view of achievement .203 .202 .404 
Society's view of scientific methods in solving social problems .423 • 521 .237 
Society's class condousness and flexibility .203 .740 .223 
Society's tradition .053 .448 .229 
Size of the organization .161 .189 .393 
Structure of the organization .274- .261 .350 
Nature of ownership (Canadian owned vs. foreign subsidiary) .082 .063 .294 
Nature of ownership (Co-op vs. Crown Cozp) .276 .092 .596 
Number and magnitude of competitors >53 .064 .462 
Number and availability of creditors .399 .502 .281 
Number and influence of stockholders .143 .074 .511 
Number and strength of suppliers .460 .401 .326 
Size and bargaining power of unions .444 .261 .274 
Experience of CEO (length of time in management position) .168 >26 .501 
Extent of iiimna (jeeant training of CEO .105 .593 .409 
Management philosophy of CEO .158 .287 .510 
CEO's ownership vs. professional management of the business .157 .229 .650 
Age of CEO .252 .574 .326 
National origin of CEO .008 .595 .139 
Level of education of CEO .220 .598 .156 
Type of education of CEO (public vs. private education) .368 .605 .001 
Religious affiliation of CEO >90 .657 .078 
Value system of CEO .122 .312 .408 
Rotated Factor Loadings for 
"Devotion .of Time for Social Responsible t.y" 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Industrial, structure in the country .268 .371 .039 
Gross National Product (GNP) • 595 .105 .189 
Fiscal Policy .377 -.113 .220 
Level and pace of Industrialization .493 • 330 .076 
Market size .368 .116 .075 
Level of Research and Development .532 .234 .099 
Level of inflations .819 .077 .071 
Fluctions of Interest rate .726 .024 .094 
Political structure -.027 
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Foreign Policy .477 .311 -.048 
Flexibility of law and legislation .293 .324 .110 
Society's view of managers .024 .476 .414 
Society's view of achieveaent .164 .268 .260 
Society's view of scientifl.c methods in solving social problems .509 .221 .056 
Society's class condousness and flexibility .316 .362 .089 
Society's tradition -.001 .492 . .081 
Size of the organization .316 .188 .132 
Structure of the organization .478 .345 .039 
Nature of ownership (Canadian owned vs. foreign subsidiary) .127 .412 .062 
Nature of ownership (Co-op vs. Crown Corp) .234 .281 .294 
Number and magnitude of competitors .554 .168 .120 
Number and availability of creditors .351 .177 .155 
Number and influence of stockholders .253 .357 .354 
Number and strength of suppliers .635 .230 .093 
Size and bargaining power of unions .667 .203 .110 
Experience of CEO (length of time in management poeltion) .519 .248 .326 
Extent of management training of CEO .562 .096 .292 
Manage sent philosophy of CEO .053 .140 .664 
CEO's ownership vs. professional manage sent of the business .414 -.069 .351 
Age of CEO .347 .086 .336 
National origin of CEO .142 .138 .420 
Level of education of CEO .462 .036 .431 
Type of education of CEO (public vs. private education) .531 .036 .206 
Religious affiliation of CEO .181 .054 .252 
Value system of CEO -.091 .035 .782 
APPENDIX C 
RELATIVE PROPORTION SCORES OF THE 
"EXTENT OF INFLUENCE" OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL, ORGANIZATIONAL, 
AND INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS CONSTRUCTS 
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Importance of International Operations: 
Relative Proportion of "Extent of Influence" 
CD 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Importance of Mergers Acquisitions and Divestitures; 
Relative Proportion of "Extent of Influence" 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Adequacy of Available Information about Profitability 
Relative Proportion of "Extent of Influence" 
Multiple responses are indicated by appropriate numbers 
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Devotion of Time to Social Responsibility: 
Relative Proportion of "Extent of Influence" 
Multiple responses are indicated by approriate numbers 

